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ABSTRACT

MILLENNIAL HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE DANIELSON
FRAMEWORK FOR TEACHING AS AN EVALUATION TOOL:
A MIXED-METHODS APPROACH
Amy Sipovic, Ed.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Elizabeth Wilkins, Director

This mixed-methods study investigated how high school teachers born between the years
1982 and 2003 perceived the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool. Using
Strauss and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory as a framework, the study examined what
themes Millennial high school teachers used to describe the Danielson Framework for Teaching
as an evaluation tool, their perceived strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson Framework for
Teaching, whether Millennial high school teachers viewed the Danielson Framework for
Teaching as a valid and reliable evaluation instrument, how their experiential knowledge
influenced their views of the Danielson Framework for Teaching, and how they perceived
previous generations’ views about the Danielson Framework for Teaching as being similar or
different from their own views.
The study was conducted using a multi-stage approach. First, participants completed a
29-item survey. Next, if any survey participants were interested in being contacted to participate
in an individual in-person or phone interview, they could provide their contact information to be
contacted by the researcher. The participants consisted of 86 survey participants from the state of
Illinois, who were between the ages of 21 and 34 years old, represented various geographic

locations and school settings, and had a variety of teaching experiences, content areas, teacher
preparation programs completed. The 13 interview participants selected from the survey
respondents also represented diverse school settings, teaching experiences, and teacher
preparation programs.
The quantitative survey results of this study were supported by the qualitative data
collected from the individual interviews. The findings of this study showed that Millennial high
school teachers viewed the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool positively;
however, they were critical of the human element involved in the evaluation process and were
skeptical of the validity and reliability of the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an
evaluation tool. The findings also demonstrated that Millennial high school teachers who had
more experience with the Danielson Framework for Teaching viewed it more favorably. Finally,
Millennial high school teachers had mixed views regarding how their colleagues from different
generations viewed the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In 1983, the report, A Nation at Risk, was issued by the National Commission on
Excellence in Education, which was purported to describe the state of education. The publication
became a rallying cry for enhanced school reform efforts to combat the “rising tide of
mediocrity” that the report claimed was plaguing the majority of American public schools (p. 3).
The published findings reignited the argument for sweeping educational reform, which included
recommendations such as more rigorous learning standards, longer school days, and performance
ratings for teachers to ensure their competency. This federally funded study helped fuel fears of a
failing public school system and promote the notion of establishing greater systems of
accountability for teachers.
The current teaching workforce includes some teachers who are products of the increased
accountability movement and who have experienced the myriad of reform efforts since the
1980s, such as more rigorous standards and standardized testing, during their formal education
(Ravitch, 2011). Millennial teachers—those born between 1982 and 2003 (Strauss & Howe,
1991)—may differ in their views about new teacher evaluation methods from their more
experienced colleagues because of their generational characteristics and educational experiences.
This generation has replaced Baby Boomers as the largest segment of the population in the
United States, which makes examining their stances on various issues, including teacher
evaluation, worthwhile (Pew Research Center, 2016).
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In an effort to address those perceived failings of public schools, both state and federal
educational agencies attempted to reform public education by passing legislation aimed at
increasing accountability for schools and teachers to ensure all students were learning. In the
1990’s for example, America 2000 and Goals 2000 were implemented by Presidents George
H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton respectively, in an effort to establish standards and raise student
achievement levels throughout the country. At the beginning of the 21st Century, the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) was passed to raise standards, increase standardized testing, and
enhance accountability for teachers and schools (Ravitch, 2011). More recently, in 2009, the
Obama Administration released $4.35 billion in discretionary funds through a program known as
Race to the Top (RTTT), which included a broad implementation of performance-based pay
initiatives that included student growth components in teacher evaluation plans (Hunter, 2010;
Smarick, 2010).
To become eligible to receive grant funding through RTTT, the Illinois General
Assembly passed legislation in 2010 to revise teacher evaluation procedures in K-12 public
schools with the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA; Heyde, 2013). On June 13, 2011,
the law went into effect and changed the teacher evaluation rating scale used to evaluate
teachers, seniority guidelines, and Reduction in Force (RIF) rules for public school teachers in
the state (Heyde). The law requires that by the start of the 2016-2017 school year, student growth
components will be factored into the teacher evaluation model (Milanowski et al., 2015). Since
the 2012-2013 school year, the law has required that educators are evaluated on a four-point
scale (Excellent, Proficient, Needs Improvement, Unsatisfactory) with multiple components for
each rating, and evaluators undergo rigorous training to obtain evaluation certification from the
state. Additionally, teachers who are deemed as ineffective are required to have professional
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development or remediation plans (Milanowski et al.). These policies all contributed to an
accountability culture surrounding public education that has influenced decisions from
policymakers over the past few decades (Ravitch).
To comply with new teacher evaluation requirements, some school districts in the State
of Illinois have adopted the Danielson Group’s Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 2007) for
evaluating teachers because it is aligned to standards and utilizes the theory of constructivism for
teaching and learning instead of choosing another model or devising their own evaluation
instrument. As a result, these school districts have had to completely revise their teacher
evaluation models, provide training and professional learning so faculty are able to abide by the
state’s new regulations.
This study focused on perceptions of the Danielson Framework for Teaching by high
school teachers who are identified as belonging to the Millennial generation. Millennial public
high school teachers—MHSTs hereinafter—were selected rather than all teachers in grades K12, to limit the scope of the study to make it more manageable.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study is derived from Strauss and Howe’s (1991)
Generational Theory. Generational Theory is the concept that an individual’s birth year makes
him/her a member of a cohort who have common experiences that shapes his/her worldview
(Strauss & Howe, 1991). Although the term “generational theory” was first used in the scholarly
literature in the 20th Century by the German sociologist Karl Mannheim (1952) as the term
Generationslagergung, or generational setting, Strauss and Howe are credited with analyzing the
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concept of using generations to characterize different age groups, as well as providing the
framework for Generational Theory.
The foundation of Generational Theory is that generations develop through the rise and
fall of civilizations and are used to reflect the recurring themes of human history to help predict
the future (Strauss & Howe, 1991). Strauss and Howe describe generations as developing from
patterns of various crises and awakenings. Members of a particular generation develop similar
mindsets, as generations represent broad characteristics between the group as a whole and the
individual. Generational Theory can contextualize the experiences and traits of Millennials to
better understand their views, in this case, regarding teacher evaluation. It can anticipate future
trends and identify traits of workers to predict future group behavior by reviewing past events
and finding patterns of behavior (Lester, 2011). Essentially, Millennials are members of a group
that have experienced different phenomena in their lifetime from other generations, such as
increased accountability in public schools. They have also developed group characteristics, such
as desiring written and verbal feedback from those in leadership positions (Coggshall,
Behrstock-Sherratt, & Drill, 2011; Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 1999). Based on Strauss and
Howe’s Generational Theory, the experiences Millennials had within their generation may
influence their views on the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool, as Strauss
and Howe contend that generational characteristics can influence one’s perception and
experience with different phenomena. One of the purposes of this study is to test the validity of
this theory, as there are critics who doubt its usefulness.

Problem Statement

According to the Center for American Progress (2009), members of the Millennial
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Generation—also known as Generation Y, the Net Generation, or GenMe—will comprise
approximately 40 percent of the electorate by 2020. Strauss and Howe (1991) place members of
this generation as those born between the years 1982 and 2003. As Millennials begin to assume
teacher leadership and administrative positions in schools across the country, they may have
opportunities for influencing and possibly directing school reform efforts. It is possible that the
views Millennials have regarding the accountability culture in education—increased pressure to
improve the United States’ educational standing in the world (Ravitch, 2011)—and school
reform may manifest themselves in public policy and the school environment (Center for
American Progress). For example, a teacher who is currently 31 years old has experienced three
major educational reform initiatives during the course of his/her K-12 education: America 2000,
Goals 2000, and NCLB.
Through their experiences as a generational cohort, Millennials have encountered
different educational reforms and teaching styles than their coworkers from different generations
(Strauss & Howe, 1991; Wisniewski, 2010). As students, Millennials experienced more
constructivist teaching strategies in which students played an active role in learning as opposed
to members of other generations who were more likely to have knowledge passed to them
through their teachers (Wisniewski). In a survey, 42% of Millennial respondents indicated that
students learn best through active participation and group work, which are two components of
the constructivist learning paradigm (Wisniewski). The Danielson Framework for Teaching
(2007) utilizes the constructivist approach to learning as the basis for evaluating teachers with
the assumption that using constructivist teaching strategies are more effective than other
strategies.
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While much research has been done about the characteristics (Black, 2010), historical
contexts (Borges, Manuel, Elam, & Jones, 2010), learning preferences (Chang, 2011;
Wisniewski, 2010), and work habits of Millennials (Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 1999), there is
limited research concerning their views on the accountability culture in education and teacher
evaluations. As Millennials become more involved with leading schools and shaping public
policy, understanding their stances on the current accountability movement and the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool may explain how they will approach these
initiatives as they move into future leadership and policymaking positions. The views
Millennials have toward the Danielson Framework for Teaching could impact its use and
prevalence as an evaluation tool.

Purpose Statement and Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to examine how MHSTs perceived the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as an evaluative tool. The following research questions guided this
study:
1. What are the common themes MHSTs employ when describing their experiences
with the Danielson Framework for Teaching?
2. What do MHSTs perceive as the strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson
Framework for Teaching when used as an evaluation tool?
3. Do MHSTs view the Danielson Framework for Teaching as a valid and reliable tool
for evaluating their teaching?

7
4. How does the experiential knowledge or previous experience a MHST has with the
Danielson Framework for Teaching influence his or her views about teacher
evaluation?
5. How do MHSTs perceive previous generations’ views about the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as being similar to or different from their own views?

Significance of the Study

The results of this study provided information regarding how the generational
characteristics and experiences of Millennials influence their views on the Danielson Framework
for Teaching as an evaluation tool. It provided an opportunity to test the validity of Strauss and
Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory, as it relates to the views a generational cohort has in
relation to their experiences as members of the Millennial Generation. This study also addressed
the lack of research regarding how Millennial teachers view teacher evaluation methods, as it
captured the views of MHSTs at this time. As Millennials become more involved with leading
schools and shaping public policy, understanding their stances on the current accountability
movement and teacher evaluation methods might explain whether new teacher evaluation
procedures will remain in place or be overturned. Additionally, this research is helpful for
Millennials as well, as they will see how other members of their generation view teacher
evaluation procedures using the Danielson Framework for Teaching.
Policymakers and state education agencies, such as the Illinois State Board of Education,
will also benefit from this research. By understanding the views of Millennials, who have
replaced Baby Boomers as the largest segment of the population, these stakeholders may choose
to craft policies that reflect the views of their constituents (Pew Research Center, 2016).
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Delimitations

This study was limited to surveying public high school teachers in northern, western, and
central Illinois who were born between 1982 and 1994 during the timeframe of the study. The
study occurred over the course of two months.

Methodology

A pragmatic parallel mixed method approach guided this study, as both quantitative and
qualitative data collection strategies were used to answer the research questions. The participants
in this study were Illinois public high school teachers who were born between 1982 and 1994
and who work in schools that utilize the Danielson Framework for Teaching as their principal
evaluation instrument.
The primary tool for data collection was a survey that included both quantitative and
qualitative sections. Since the researcher analyzed data from a sample taken at a single point in
time, a simple descriptive approach was employed (Mertens, 2015). A qualitative component
was included in the survey through open-ended responses to allow the researcher to understand
more about the phenomenon of teacher evaluation and how the participants make sense of their
world and their experiences (Merriam, 2009). This study also contained individual interviews
with participants who completed the online survey to elicit extended responses from participants
that may not be possible through a survey.
This study was analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative data analysis techniques.
The quantitative data were analyzed using various statistical analysis tests, while the qualitative
data were analyzed using open and axial coding to uncover themes and trends in the data.
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Limitations

One limitation in this study was that not all Millennial high school teachers attended
public schools or experienced school reforms in the same way. Their educational experiences
depend on more factors than only national reforms movements, such as Goals 2000 and NCLB.
Their experiences with these reforms depend on the social, political, and economic contexts in
which they were raised. This limitation could affect the views MHSTs have regarding the survey
questions. Another limitation in this study was obtaining a large enough sample size of
participants. Since there is no publicly available clearinghouse of information regarding the ages
of public high school teachers in Illinois, the researcher had to obtain information from a
question on the survey. If a respondent selected that he or she was not born between 1982 and
2003, the program directed them to the end of the survey; however, if a respondent was not
truthful, he or she could have clicked the survey link again and responded that he or she was
born between 1982 and 2003 in order to complete the survey. A similar question related to
whether the respondent’s school uses the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation
tool directed the participant to the end of the survey if he or she answered no. This sampling
method could have limited the ability to generalize the findings to other schools within the state.
Additionally, schools differed in the way they implemented the Danielson Framework for
Teaching, which impacted the reliability of the survey responses.

Definitions

The following definitions will give context and lucidity to terms used throughout this
study.
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Accountability Culture: Accountability culture refers to the increased pressure to improve the
United States’ standing in the world with regards to education. Over the past few decades, the
increase of standardized testing and the ensuing culture of accountability was proposed by
policymakers during an era of reduced federal government influence in the majority of other
facets of domestic policy (Ravitch, 2011).
Baby Boom Generation: Members of the Baby Boom Generation are those individuals born
between 1946 and 1964 (Strauss & Howe, 1991).
Generation X: Members of Generation X are those individuals born between 1965 and 1981
(Strauss & Howe, 1991).
Millennials: While there is a significant body of research regarding members of the Millennial
Generation, there are some inconsistencies surrounding the time period in which Millennials
were born (Coggshall, et al., 2011; Black, 2010; Coggshall, Ott, Behrstock, & Lasagna, 2009;
Strauss & Howe, 1991; Wilson & Gerber, 2008). Strauss and Howe have done extensive
research on Millennials and have published an influential work on their characteristics and
Generational Theory, their definition of Millennials—those born between 1982 and 2003—was
used in this study.
Student Growth: According to PERA (2010), student growth is defined as a “demonstrable
change in a student's or group of students' knowledge or skills, as evidenced by gain and/or
attainment on two or more assessments, between two or more points in time” (Section 50.30).

Conclusion

This study will be presented in five chapters. Chapter 1 is an introduction and overview
of the study. This chapter includes a statement of the research problem as well as the purpose and
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significance of the study, and the research questions to be answered. Chapter 2 provides a review
of the literature relevant to teacher evaluation and Millennials as well as the theoretical
framework used for this study. Chapter 3 provides a description of the methodology to be used in
this study. This chapter also includes an overview of the methods for data collection and
analysis. In Chapter 4, the results of the study will be presented and summarized. Chapter 5 will
include implications from the findings, recommendations for practice, and suggestions for future
research.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Part of the current teaching workforce includes teachers who have experienced the
increased accountability culture in education and who have encountered the myriad of reform
efforts, such as standardized testing and more rigorous standards, during their formal education
(Ravitch, 2011). As a result, they may harbor different views from previous generations about
increased accountability in schools, including new teacher evaluation methods, from their
veteran colleagues.
As Millennials become more involved with leading schools and shaping public policy,
understanding their stances on the current accountability movement and teacher evaluation
methods could shed light regarding the longevity of these initiatives. This literature review
examines the generational characteristics of Millennials, the history of the accountability
movement for the last few decades, how higher education and teacher education programs have
responded to educational reforms, and changes in teacher evaluation methods over the past few
decades.

Generational Theory

Understanding different generations throughout history helps to frame the common
experiences and contextualize the relationships members of each generation have with the world
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around them (Edmunds & Turner, 2002). The generation into which one is born is involuntary,
but the age in which one experiences major world events can shape one’s life and worldview
(Strauss & Howe, 1991). Definitive events, such as the attack on Pearl Harbor, the Watergate
Scandal, and the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, may have profound, yet distinct,
impacts on members of each generation depending on their age at the time of the event. Dinas
and Stoker (2014) define this as a period effect, as these events and social forces simultaneously
impact everyone in society; however, one’s age during these moments impacts his or her views
and experiences. Generational Theory reviews events from the past and finds patterns to make
predictions about future events and how various generations will respond to them (Lester, 2011).
It allows for society to anticipate these future events with some level of understanding about how
different generations will take action. Generational Theory is not simply promoting stereotypes;
it can help identify workers’ traits and anticipate future trends by looking at group characteristics
(Lester).
Strauss and Howe (1991) believe generations arise from patterns of different crises and
awakenings. Those within a particular generation develop similar mindsets, as generations are a
compromise between the group as a whole and the individual. The foundation of Generational
Theory is that generations develop throughout history and are used to reflect on recurring themes
to help predict the future (Strauss & Howe). Over the course of several decades, four generations
complete a “generational cycle” comprised of four, 22-year phases (p. 61). Additionally, within
each generation exists a “peer personality,” which includes a common age, beliefs, behaviors,
and membership in a shared generation (p. 63).
Generational Theory also includes distinct archetypes for each generation—prophets,
nomads, heroes, artists—to help understand the context in which each generation was raised
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(Howe & Strauss, 2000). Each archetype is assigned to a generation based on its age location
relative to key eras of history and recur in the same order (Howe & Strauss). For example, if a
generation is born during or after a period of “national crisis” (i.e. World War II) members of
that generation are given the archetype of what Howe and Strauss identify as the “prophet” (p.
5). The most recent group of prophets are those from the Baby Boom Generation. As a
generation, they tend to have a desire to participate in their communities and hope for a new
societal order (Howe & Strauss). If a generation is raised during a period of “national
awakening” (i.e. the Watergate Scandal), Howe and Strauss label the generation as “nomads” (p.
5). Generation X is defined by the nomad archetype, growing up as unprotected children and
living as adults who desire liberty and tend to be more skeptical of the traditional structure of
institutions, like schools or workplaces (Howe & Strauss). Millennials are given the “hero”
archetype (p. 5). Heroes are born after a period of national awakening and have been raised as
protected children who may develop hubris as they age and enter the workforce; however, the
hero archetype desires a strong sense of community and seeks out opportunities to work with
others (Howe & Strauss). The final archetype, artists, are born during a major war or other crisis
(i.e. World War I) when public consensus and personal sacrifice are cultural norms (Howe &
Strauss). The Silent Generation (those born between 1925 and 1942) are artists, who are
remembered as quiet leaders and consensus-builders.
The archetypes defined by Howe and Strauss (2000) have occurred in the same order
throughout American history, and the authors have observed a similar pattern in other societies
around the world. They contend that the archetypal sequence is not a coincidence but a reaction
of each generation regarding what it perceives as the “excesses of elders” (p. 7). In essence,
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one’s generation is not like the generation that raised it; it is similar to the generation that raised
one’s parents’ generation (See Table 1).
Table 1
Generational Comparisons
Era
Key Events

1908-1929
World War I
Roaring
Twenties

1929-1946
Great
Depression
Pearl Harbor

1946-1964
1964-1981
Growing
Kent State
middle-class Watergate
McCarthyism

Generation
Name

GI
(hero)
protected

Silent
(artist)
suffocated

Boom
(prophet)
indulged

1982-2003
Culture Wars
September
11, 2001

Generation X Millennials
(nomad)
(hero)
abandoned
protected

2%
11%
30%
27%
Share of
Adult
Population
in 2015
Adapted from Howe and Strauss (2000) and Pew Research Center (2015).

30%

While Mannheim (1952), who first used the term generational theory, criticized efforts to
adequately measure generational groups, he did believe that all generations share a common
theme of new participants emerging in each generation, with former participants exiting each
one, too. Generational Theory can help contextualize the experiences and traits of Millennials to
better understand their views regarding teacher evaluations.

Criticism of Generational Theory

Strauss and Howe (1991)’s Generational Theory is not without its critics. Giancola
(2006) noted that Strauss and Howe’s overreliance on anecdotal rather than empirical evidence
demonstrates flaws in the theory. For example, Strauss and Howe do not cite empirical data, such
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as survey results or Census data, when discussing characteristics and viewpoints of Millennials
(Giancola). Rather, Giancola critiques how Strauss and Howe make broad generalizations about
Millennials using sparse examples to justify their claims. Giancola also criticized how many
researchers cannot agree on an exact birth year for each generational cohort, which further shows
flaws in the theory. In a 1991 interview with C-SPAN regarding their book about Generational
Theory, Howe explained that generations average approximately 22 years, but can range from 17
to 33 years, depending on the circumstances (Lamb, 1991). Howe stated, “We’re not presenting
here a clockwork universe which no matter how we try or what we do will always turn out the
same” (Lamb, p. 7). This statement by Howe is counter to a critical part of their Generational
Theory that contends each generation is part of a four-part generational cycle.
In the same C-SPAN interview, Strauss and Howe were asked about the relevance of
generations and their perceived attempt to oversimplify generational cohorts. Strauss responded:
We’ve never tried to say that any individual generation is going to be monochromatic.
It’ll obviously include all kinds of people. But, as you look at generations as social units,
we consider to be at least as powerful and in our view, far more powerful than other
social groupings such as economic class, race, sex, religion, and political parties (as cited
in Lamb, 1991, p. 6).
Twenge (2014) has also been critical of Howe and Strauss’s (2000) description of the
Millennial Generation and their defining characteristics. Twenge contends that Howe and
Strauss’s assertion that Millennials are community-driven and civically-minded is not based on
empirical data. Twenge focuses much of her critique on the narcissism attributed to Millennials
through comparing survey data from different generations. For example, Twenge notes that in a
survey given to high school students in the late 1970s, 22% said, “Being a leader in my
community was important,” compared to 48% in 2012 (Twenge). This statement had the highest
correlation with narcissism than any other item on the survey, which Twenge interprets as
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showing Millennials as wanting to be viewed as leaders rather than actually making a difference
in the community. Further, Twenge notes that 82% of college students in 2013 said, “Being very
well-off financially was important,” which is the highest percentage since the survey began in
1966, when 42% had the same response. Twenge’s findings do not align with Howe and
Strauss’s claims that Millennials are civically-minded individuals who care more about
meaningful, rather than higher-paying work; however, her findings note a shift in viewpoints
between Millennials and previous generations. Twenge’s research exemplifies differences
between generations, but the differences counter Howe and Strauss’s claims about Millennials.
In addition to critiques about Generational Theory, some researchers have found that
differences between generations may be overstated in the research (De Meuse & Mlodzik, 2010;
Giancola, 2006). Using a three-point scale to quantify the degree of scientific support regarding
generational conflict in the workplace, De Meuse and Mlodzik reviewed 26 peer-reviewed
studies about generational differences in the workplace. Of those 26 studies, eight reported some
support for generational differences, while 18 did not (De Meuse & Mlodzik). Giancola also
found that the studies that examined intergenerational differences lacked independent
verification and appeared to be exaggerated. Giancola notes that workplace diversity and conflict
tend to stem more from other factors—changes in cultural norms, shifts in the economy, higher
ethnic minority birth rates, and more employed women—than generational differences. De
Meuse and Mlodzik and Giancola all contend that the overuse of generational differences could
promote stereotypes in the workplace and create more problems than solutions.
The various critiques surrounding Strauss and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory
demonstrate the need to test this theory as a valid framework for examining the views of
different generations. It could be argued that the various crises and awakenings Strauss and
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Howe identify as central to their theory have been experienced by Millennials during their
lifetime. For example, most Millennials have vivid memories of the terrorist attacks on
September 11, 2001, and experienced the effects of the economic downturn in the late 2000s.
These crises, according to Strauss and Howe, will transition into an awakening that will provide
positive changes, brought by the Hero archetype that exemplifies the Millennial Generation.
According to this theory, Millennials will be the change makers who will arise from these crises
with the determination to improve the world. Contrarily, Strauss and Howe’s theory regarding
generations, specifically Millennials, may not prove to be a valid framework for characterizing
group behavior. The empirical data collected in the current study can be used to test the validity
of Strauss and Howe’s Generational Theory.

Millennial Generation

Defining the Term Millennial

There are some inconsistencies surrounding the time period in which Millennials are born
(Black, 2010; Coggshall, et al., 2011; Coggshall, Ott, Behrstock, & Lasagna, 2009; Strauss &
Howe, 1991; Wilson & Gerber, 2008). Some research indicates Millennials have been born as
early as 1977 and most recently as 1995 (Coggshall et al., 2011; Coggshall et al., 2009). Black
(2010) defines Millennials as those born between 1981 and 2001, while two other researchers
place them between 1982 and 2003 (Strauss & Howe; Wilson & Gerber). Since Strauss and
Howe have done extensive research on Millennials and have published several influential works
on their characteristics and Generational Theory, their definition of Millennials was used in this
research.
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Major Life Experiences of Millennials

Strauss and Howe (1991) place Millennials, those born between 1982 and 2003, in their
generational cycle of the Hero. They contend that those born in the Hero phase of generational
cycles view themselves as more powerful than previous generations and note that Millennials
were raised to achieve and reach great heights. This concept is similar to other findings that
Millennials expect rewards and praise for their efforts, as they feel they should receive
acknowledgement for their work (Abram & Frank, 2014; Lester, 2011).
Twenge (2013) argues many Millennials are narcissists, defining narcissism as “a very
positive, inflated view of the self” (p. 11). This inflated ego can translate into overconfidence
that is linked to negative outcomes as well as the desire to seek attention and have unrealistic
future goals (Chordas, 2001; Twenge; Wolburg & Pokrywczynski, 2001). Twenge’s research
posits that Millennials value vanity and materialism and are more extrinsically motivated by
factors such as fame or money rather than intrinsic factors like a sense of a community. In a
nationwide survey of 11 million high school and college students, Twenge found they expressed
less concern for others and were less interested in civic engagement than past generations. These
survey results could suggest that Millennials are more concerned about themselves than their
communities or the world.

Child-Centered Culture

The economic, political, and social context in which Millennials were born frames the
historical and cultural experiences they share with one another (Dinas & Stoker, 2014; Edmunds
& Turner, 2002; Strauss & Howe, 1991). Many Millennials were born to parents who were
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members of the Baby Boom Generation and were more financially stable and secure than parents
of past generations (Alsop, 2008). As a result, many grandparents of Millennials were already
retired and able to spend ample, regularly scheduled time with their grandchildren (Strauss &
Howe).
Millennials also experienced a shift toward a more child-centered culture that began in
the 1980s (Strauss & Howe, 1991). Some researchers contend that Millennials have been
subjected to more structure and supervision than previous generations (Alsop, 2008; Bronson &
Merryman, 2009; Honore, 2009; Marano, 2008). For example, some workplaces became more
child-friendly with paid leave and on-site child care centers for parents to utilize (Strauss &
Howe). In some families, parents allowed children to become involved with family decisionmaking. Marano notes, “Somewhere in the 1990s, priorities shifted dramatically, children were
given starring roles in the family drama, and preparation for adulthood lost ground to parental
need for emotional closeness and control” (p. 22). These examples were mostly confined to
middle- and upper-middle class families. Some parents were perceived as wanting to protect or
monitor their children too closely, so as to “snow plow” any potential difficulties or challenges
their child may face in their lives or schooling (Marano, p. 19).
The term helicopter parenting developed from this concept of the potentially overinvolved parents of Millennials (Alsop, 2008; Marano, 2008). Lester (2011) found that this form
of overprotection may have also decreased Millennials’ desire to take risks and use creative
thinking that helps foster the innovative ideas of the future. Strauss and Howe (2007) argue in
their research, however, that Millennials are indeed risk-takers and will become the
entrepreneurs and pioneers of the future.
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Researchers at Clark University found through 1,029 interviews with 18- to 29-year-olds
that a perception of increased parental involvement permeates many of the relationships
Millennials have with their parents today (Arnett & Schwab, 2012). The sample, which was
generally representative of the American population of 18- to 29-year-olds, found that 55 percent
of respondents say they have contact with their parents through texting, email, phone, or in
person every day or almost every day (Arnett & Schwab). However, 30 percent of the
respondents noted their parents “are more involved in their lives than they really want them to
be” (Arnett & Schwab, p. 10). There were notable differences between ethnic groups, with 39
percent and 41 percent of African-American and Latino respondents, respectively, saying their
parents are more involved than they would like, compared to only 24 percent of White
respondents agreeing with that statement, which could be due to different levels of parental
involvement or desire of parental involvement (Arnett &Schwab). These responses demonstrate
that Millennials continue to maintain close relationships with their parents into adulthood;
however, the perception of the relationship may differ across various ethnic groups.
The child-centered culture and increased parental involvement some Millennials
experienced in their upbringing may have shaped their peer personality and worldviews (Strauss
& Howe, 1991). As products of an increasingly child-centered culture, some Millennials have
now moved into various roles in their workplaces and in civic organizations (Engels, 2011;
Lester, 2011; Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 2000). Millennials have been shaped by the
generational context in which they were born, raised, and continue to live.
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Educational Experiences of Millennials

For many members of the Millennial generation, their educational experiences were
shaped by the growing movement of accountability for teachers and students that arose out of the
findings in A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983). In response to the alarmist view that the United
States was falling behind other countries, reformers launched a myriad of programs and
initiatives to improve the American education system. In 1989, President George H.W. Bush
launched the program Goals 2000 that prescribed a list of eight major goals for the United States,
including an ambitious one that the United States would be number one in math and science in
the world by the year 2000 (Howe & Strauss, 2000). As a result of this program and other reform
efforts, 49 states had adopted academic standards in core subjects by 1999. Some parents of
Millennials demanded higher standards from schools and their children, and the private sector
responded with private tutoring companies, such as Sylvan Learning (Howe & Strauss). Parents
viewed themselves not only as advocates for their child’s education but also as consumers with
purchasing power (Alsop, 2008; Marano, 2008). Some viewed school voucher programs, charter
schools, and religious schools as potential solutions to ensuring their child received the best
education possible (Howe & Strauss).
While states were raising academic standards and shifting their core curriculum, they
were also providing more educational opportunities for students with learning differences and
those whose first language was not English. Public schools began to include more students with
special education needs into the mainstream curriculum during the 1990s (Howe & Strauss,
2000; Ravitch, 2011). To address the various learning preferences in their classrooms, teachers
needed to differentiate and utilize varied teaching strategies. Millennials may have been exposed
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to a wider range of teaching styles during their educational tenure than past generations (Howe &
Strauss; Wisniewski, 2010).
As a result of the educational changes and reforms during the latter part of the 20th
Century and beginning of the 21st Century, Millennials experienced increased accountability
measures for schools and students, more cultural diversity in schools, and a greater number of
inclusion of students with special education needs. These factors and reforms contribute to the
context of the educational experiences of Millennials.

Learning Styles of Millennials

The interest in the differences of the learning preferences and styles of Millennials has
become a recent trend in research (Abram & Frank, 2014; Chang, 2011; Engels, 2011). This
interest could be because of an increase in digital technology in recent decades, as some refer to
younger Millennials as digital natives because they are products of this expanding digital culture
(Prensky, 2004). Many scholars have researched how Millennials learn and what views they
possess about education (Abram & Frank; Chang). Millennials tend to trust education and are
considered more teachable than members of Generation X, who were considered to be more
skeptical of traditional institutions, such as schools (Strauss & Howe, 2007).
Abram and Frank (2014) found that Millennials are typically tech-savvy and good at
multi-tasking in their learning endeavors. For example, Millennials are comfortable using
technology in their educational pursuits and often work on assignments while engaging in other
digital activities, such as texting or perusing social media. When completing assignments,
Millennials desire specific requirements and like to be measured by defined objectives. They
value input from their instructors, want timely and specific feedback, and prefer detailed rubrics
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for assignments (Abram & Frank; Chang, 2011; Engels, 2011). They have high expectations for
themselves but also have high expectations of their instructors and professors. Borges et al.
(2010) found that Millennials expect professors to clearly specify goals and learning outcomes in
their learning assessments and syllabi. Black (2010) found that Millennials are demanding
consumers and have expectations for immediate customer service, which may translate to how
they view their educational endeavors. If they do not feel they received the grade they should
have, they may seek the opportunity to speak to those in higher positions of authority and
demand the issue be resolved (Black).
Since Millennials were raised in an increasingly competitive educational environment,
many feel pressured to perform at a high level in the classroom (Wilson & Gerber, 2008). Wilson
and Gerber found that the increased pressure for academic achievement made some college
students more likely to cheat on tests or assignments to keep up with the increased competition
among students. Fearful of failure, four times as many Millennial high school students were
worried about obtaining good grades than pressure from friends to take illegal drugs or
participate in other risky behaviors (Strauss, Howe, & Markiewicz, 2006). Millennial medical
students scored higher on a personality test regarding the desire for achievement than their
Generation X counterparts (Borges, Manual, Elam, & Jones, 2010). These findings suggest that
Millennials continue to have high expectations for themselves as they strive for success in their
educational and occupational endeavors.
While increased competition between students could create divisions among them, some
researchers have found that Millennials are team players in their educational pursuits, possessing
a “leave no one behind” mentality (Zemke, 2001, p. 48). Since many are accustomed to racial,
ethnic, and cultural diversity, Millennials are more tolerant than past generations (Black, 2010;
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Lester, 2011). They expect to be members of a team and desire a sense of community and
collaboration in their learning. Abram and Frank (2014) posit that Millennials prefer to be part of
a unified team because of their generational trait of sociability. Just as they value input from their
superiors, Millennials believe that the views and opinions one has are important and should be
expressed, which could help foster a culture of collaboration among Millennial learners (Lester).

Views on Education Reform and Teacher Evaluation

Recent research suggests Millennial teachers possess high standards for high-quality
evaluations that provide frequent, detailed feedback, but they are often skeptical of the fairness
displayed by evaluators during the evaluation process (Coggshall et al., 2011; Coggshall, et al.,
2009). They are comfortable with frequent informal and formal observations by their evaluators,
as Coggshall et al. (2011) found that 75 percent of Millennial teachers prefer having frequent
observations from their principal with detailed feedback as compared to 70 percent of teachers
from Generation X and 59 percent of teachers from the Baby Boom Generation. Additionally,
their adeptness at technology allows them to be more receptive to eFeedback, or feedback
through different forms of technology (Chang, 2011). This allows the evaluator to promptly
communicate with the teacher and provide immediate feedback regarding his or her teaching
performance. Millennials expect colleagues and evaluators to use technology regularly and may
become frustrated when others are not as comfortable utilizing technology in the classroom or in
giving feedback (Black, 2010). Millennial teachers may prefer that their evaluators use
technology to provide feedback about their teaching.
Current trends in using students’ standardized test scores in teacher evaluations have
impacted the views Millennials have surrounding the issue of including student performance in
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evaluating teachers. Coggshall et al. (2009) found that half of the Millennial teachers believe that
standardized test scores are an excellent or good indicator of their success as teachers.
Additionally, the same survey found that Millennials (75 percent) overwhelmingly support their
union negotiating methods for adding teacher performance into their salary. Some (39 percent)
also believe that tying incentives to their students’ performance would be an effective measure in
improving student learning (Coggshall et al.).
Research (Coggshall et al., 2011; Coggshall et al., 2009) seems to suggest that Millennial
teachers view new reform efforts regarding teacher evaluation as a positive trend in education;
however, they are somewhat skeptical of the fairness and equity of how these policies are
implemented. Further research regarding how Millennial teachers view teacher evaluation
methods, such as the Danielson Framework for Teaching, is needed. Understanding their views
regarding recent changes in teacher evaluation are significant because 56 percent of Millennials
teachers stated they intend to make the field of education a lifelong career (Coggshall et al.,
2009). Since a majority of the Millennials surveyed plan to remain the field of education,
capturing their views about the Danielson Framework for Teaching could help predict their
future decisions about the teacher evaluation process.

Culture of Accountability of the Last 30 Years

Historical Context

A review of the literature suggests that educators and students have experienced
increased pressure to improve the United States’ standing in the world with regard to education
over the past several decades (NCEE, 1983; NCLB, 2001; Ravitch, 2011; United States
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Department of Education, 2008). The increase of standardized testing and the ensuing culture of
accountability was proposed by policymakers during an era of reduced federal government
influence in the majority of other facets of domestic policy (Ravitch, 2011).
In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) was given the
task of examining the quality of public and private education in the United States. As one of
President Reagan’s first major education initiatives, the 18-member task-force was created by
Department of Education Secretary Terrel Bell and was comprised of governors, state
commissioners of education, state school board members, college presidents, superintendents,
principals, and one teacher (NCEE, 1983). The report, A Nation at Risk, ignited a firestorm of
panic and dismay about the United States’ lackluster education system and began a culture of
increased accountability for both students and teachers that continues to permeate the field of
education into the 21st Century.
The Commission’s goals were to assess the quality of learning and teaching, compare the
United States’ education system with other countries, measure the achievement of high school
and college students, define specific problems areas, and provide solutions to address the
problems (NCEE, 1983). To meet these goals, the 18-month research and assessment by the
NCEE included panels, research papers, and presentations by educational experts, and public
hearings (NCEE, 1983). When the Commission concluded its research, the NCEE wasted little
time in publishing the findings to the general public.
The NCEE (1983) found startling trends about the state of education in the United States,
such as 23 million adults were considered functionally illiterate and 13 percent of 17-year olds
were classified as functionally illiterate as well. Playing on the fears that the United States would
lose its standing in economic and military prowess in a Cold War era, the NCEE noted the influx
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of successful foreign car manufacturers, steel mills, and manufacturing plants were threatening
the United States, while mentioning complaints from business and military leaders about the
increasing costs of having employees take remedial courses for basic reading and math skills to
meet the demands of their jobs.
While the report’s findings focused heavily on student data and the economic impact of
falling behind other industrial nations (NCEE, 1983), another component of the report included
the NCEE’s conclusions about the nation’s teachers. The NCEE found that only about half of
new math, science, and English teachers were properly certified, and only one-third of high
schools that offered a physics course had the class taught by a state-certified physics teacher.
These results, coupled with the findings about student performance, started a national
conversation about the need for increased teacher and student accountability.
21st Century Reform Efforts

The United States Department of Education released a report in 2008 touting the benefits
of the reform efforts resulting from the publication of A Nation at Risk. The report cited data
such as having four times the 1983 number of high school graduates taking the coursework
recommended by the NCEE and an increase in standards-based education programs in the
country (United States Department of Education, 2008). The report also highlighted the
importance of increased accountability in schools. Additionally, the United States Department of
Education provided findings that all 50 states required standardized tests in reading and math
annually in grades three through eight as well as high school students being tested at least once
during their career, with all tests results available to the general public via the internet because of
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).
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While students made gains and curricula improved in the 25 years following the release
of A Nation at Risk (United States Department of Education, 2008), the United States
Department of Education noted there was little information that teacher effectiveness had
increased during the same time period, which helped fuel future arguments for increasing teacher
accountability and reform efforts to address a perceived lack of ways to adequately measure
teacher performance. In 2006, President Bush launched the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF), a
grant program designed to encourage states to adopt performance-based pay models for teacher
compensation (United States Department of Education, 2008). Three years later, the Obama
Administration released $4.35 billion in discretionary funds in the Race to the Top Program
(RTTT) to supplement the TIF that included a broad implementation of increasing the number of
charter schools and performance-based pay initiatives, which included student growth
components in teacher evaluation plans (Hunter, 2010; Smarick, 2010). While no state is forced
to participate in this program that uses student test scores to assess and evaluate teachers, cashstrapped states applied for the grants in the wake of an economic recession (Smarick).

Higher Education’s Response to Educational Reform

Higher Education’s Response to NCLB

In addition to raising standards and increasing proficiency in reading and math for all
students, NCLB required that all teachers be “highly qualified” in their subject, as designated by
the law (NCLB, 2002). To be considered highly qualified, a teacher had to meet specific
requirements, such as having enough upper-level coursework in a particular content area or
passing a state licensure test (Murname & Steele, 2007). According to Gitomer (2007), teacher
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education programs across the country have raised their grade-point average requirements for
entry into their programs to be more selective in their admission policies. As a result of changes
in the law, fewer universities received accreditation from the National Council for Accreditation
of Teacher Education (NCATE) because they did not meet the new requirements for teacher
education programs (Gitomer). A report by Westat Incorporated (2011) also found that in 2008,
38 teacher preparation programs across the country were reported as at-risk of losing their
NCATE accreditation because of the new NCLB guidelines. The law requires states to increase
the amount of information they publicly report regarding teacher education programs and their
performance (NCLB).

Higher Education’s Response to RTTT

As funding sources dried up in various states during the economic downturn in 2008 and
2009, state legislatures looked for alternative ways to increase their funding for education
(Heyde, 2013). In the initial release of grants through RTTT, 12 states received funding, with all
12 states requiring the use of student growth components in their graduation requirements for
teacher education candidates (Crowe, 2011). Five of the 12 states required teacher education
programs to implement an employer feedback survey regarding performance and student growth
rates for first-year in-service teachers (Crowe). Further, 8 of the 12 states that received funding
included they would publicly report data on the effectiveness of their teacher education graduates
during their student teaching experience. They would also close teacher education programs that
were unwilling to change their requirements and reporting (Crowe). For example, Ohio promised
$1.2 million to teacher education programs whose graduates “effectively impacted student
achievement in K-12 settings” (Crowe, p. 44). The desire for funding created a frenzy of
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sweeping changes for those in education, as state legislators, many with little or no background
in education, created policies to comply with new funding opportunities.
As Illinois changed its policies regarding teacher evaluations, seniority, and student
growth to receive funding from RTTT, teacher education programs shifted their requirements to
prepare students for the evaluation processes they would encounter in the workforce, such as the
Danielson Framework for Teaching. The Educational Performance Assessment (edTPA) is an
assessment tool for determining how ready a candidate is to teach (Illinois State Board of
Education, 2015). The instrument was developed by the Teacher Performance Assessment
Consortium, the Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning, and Equity, the American
Association for Colleges of Teacher Education, the Institute of Higher Education, 25 state
education associations, and the Pearson Corporation (Illinois State Board of Education).
The assessment tool is based on the core belief that the planning habits, assessment
abilities, and instructional techniques of a beginning teacher are all tied to student learning
(Illinois State Board of Education, 2015). Prospective teacher candidates document their
teaching abilities through numerous reflections, video and audio recordings, and various pieces
of evidence to demonstrate their credentials. A trained scorer at Pearson Corporation, from
outside the university, then determines whether or not the candidate has passed this requirement
(Illinois State Board of Education). As of September 1, 2015, passing the edTPA is a
requirement for teacher licensure in the state of Illinois (Illinois State Board of Education).
Supporters of edTPA note that the process of documenting evidence and reflection
through the edTPA process is similar to the evaluation process, such as the Danielson
Framework for Teaching, teachers must go through once they are in the field (Illinois State
Board of Education, 2015). They argue that this process, although time-consuming and rigorous,
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prepares pre-service teachers for the realities they will face as in-service teachers. Critics of this
process note that some teacher education programs have reduced the amount of field experiences
for students to meet the demands of edTPA and to gather enough evidence for the assessment
(Illinois State University, 2013). Regardless, edTPA is now policy and has required teacher
education programs to spend time and resources educating their students about this new mandate.

Teacher Evaluation Reforms in Illinois

Origins and Evolution of Teacher Evaluation

Before the 1970s, the process of evaluating teachers was limited in scope and consistency
across the disciplines. In the 1970s however, Madeline Hunter of the University of California at
Los Angeles developed a checklist of what were considered effective teaching practices (Heyde,
2013). The checklist was teacher-centered and included items such as having an anticipatory set,
learning objectives, direct instruction, modeling, checking for understanding, guided practice,
and independent practice. Hunter’s checklist was adopted by a myriad of school districts around
the country and was considered to be the seminal tool for teacher evaluations (Heyde).
Eventually, Hunter’s checklist evolved into new teacher evaluation methods more
rigorously focused on evaluating student learning. In the wake of NCLB, RTTT, and other
school accountability reform efforts, school administrators began to more closely measure and
examine the level of effectiveness of their teachers as well as determine whether they were
designated as highly qualified under new federal regulations (Donaldson, 2009; Heyde, 2013).
Additionally, states began to adopt new teacher evaluation measures that included student
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growth components as they competed for grant money from RTTT to supplement funding lost in
the wake of the economic downturn in 2008 and 2009 (Heyde).
As policymakers, education reformers, and administrators began to examine their
evaluation procedures and instruments, they discovered issues with consistency of
implementation and authentic teacher evaluations (Donaldson, 2009; Heyde, 2013). The lack of
consistency can decrease the validity of instruments used to evaluate teachers. Between 1995 and
2005, only 1 in every 930 Illinois teachers received unsatisfactory scores on their evaluation
(New Teacher Project, 2007). When examining the teacher evaluation instruments within
different states and school districts, policymakers and school reform advocates found that the
checklists adopted by a majority of the districts failed to reflect the complexity of teaching and
did not differentiate between teachers for evaluations (Donaldson). Additionally, many school
districts had infrequent evaluations for tenured teachers, with evaluations having few positive or
negative consequences and limited constructive feedback. Kersten and Israel (2005) found in
their study of how much time school administrators in Illinois spent on the evaluation process
that many evaluators often skip pre-observation meetings with tenured teachers, with only 26
percent of administrators finding the teacher evaluation process effective. In some states and
districts, union leaders and school administrators acknowledged a need for change and began to
collaborate in reforming the teacher evaluation system (Donaldson).

National Trends in Teacher Evaluation Changes

In response to the potential financial incentives offered by RTTT, all 50 states have
reformed their teacher evaluation process and/or instruments over the past few years, with 28
states mandating that teacher evaluations be used in personnel decisions (Hull, 2013). Forty-
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seven states utilized educational experts to help design new teacher evaluation systems, while the
other three (Iowa, Michigan, and Utah) created their own stakeholder panels to devise a new
teacher evaluation model. A majority of states (n=38), including Illinois, have some flexibility in
designing their teacher evaluation models; however, 12 states require a state model with limited
variability for all school districts. Although some states may have more variance in their teacher
evaluation models, 23 states require or recommend that student achievement indicators comprise
half of a teacher’s overall evaluation rating. While states may differ on their implementation of
teacher evaluation models, there has been a shift to increasing teaching accountability and how
to measure teacher effectiveness (Hull).
After the initial wave of changes to states’ teacher evaluation processes and models,
McGuinn (2015) researched the effects of the new evaluation methods in five states—Tennessee,
Rhode Island, Florida, Indiana, and Michigan—using data from each state’s education agencies.
McGuinn found that even with the new evaluation procedures and rating systems in these states,
95% of their teachers were rated as effective or highly effective during the 2013-2014 school
year. One theory behind making teacher evaluations more rigorous with more rating categories is
the supposition that there would be fewer teachers receiving the highest rating (Donaldson, 2009;
McGuinn). As a result, a question arises about the training evaluators receive across the states
and its effectiveness.
McGuinn’s (2015) findings and recommendations include the idea for supporting
principals and those who evaluate teachers through meaningful professional learning
experiences. McGuinn suggests using higher education faculty members to help with the training
and certification for new evaluation procedures and, in some instances, redefining the principal’s
role within a school to include more training about using data to make decisions. For example,
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Rhode Island’s state education agency developed a mandatory summer institute for those who
evaluate teachers. The seminar lasts four days for new evaluators and two days for veterans, in
addition to ongoing professional learning to the school year. Further, evaluators must renew their
certification annually by passing recertification tests (McGuinn). While not all states have been
as comprehensive in their evaluator training efforts as Rhode Island, many have revamped their
evaluator requirements and increased training for teacher evaluators, such as the state of Illinois
(Heyde, 2013).

Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) in Illinois

In 2010, the Illinois General Assembly passed Public Act 096-0861, known as the
Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA). On June 13, 2011, the law went into effect and
changed the teacher evaluation process, the rating scale used to evaluate teachers, the seniority
guidelines, and the Reduction in Force (RIF) rules for public school teachers in the state (Heyde,
2013). The new law requires that by the start of the 2016-2017 school year, student growth
components will be factored into the teacher evaluation model (Milanowski et al., 2015). Since
the 2012-2013 school year, the law has required educators to be evaluated on a four-point scale
(Excellent, Proficient, Needs Improvement, and Unsatisfactory) with multiple components for
each rating and for evaluators to undergo rigorous training to obtain evaluation certification from
the state. Additionally, teachers who are deemed as ineffective are required to have professional
development or remediation plans (Milanowski et al.).
After PERA was passed, Heyde (2013) found that many teachers and administrators in
Illinois viewed the evaluation practices before PERA as fair, but teachers in particular felt the
process was not an authentic representation of their teaching because of infrequent visits by
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evaluators as well as the fact that teachers could select the specific class and lesson for the
formal observation. Heyde also discovered in a survey of suburban Chicago school districts that
administrators felt more informed about the evaluation changes than teachers, as about half of all
teachers surveyed were unaware of any changes in the law regarding evaluation and seniority.
Heyde’s findings demonstrate a knowledge gap between teachers and administrators concerning
the recent changes to teacher evaluations and seniority in the state of Illinois.

Feedback Regarding PERA

Once the law went into effect, many stakeholders and organizations weighed in on the
new legislation aimed at reforming education. For example, The Center for Teacher Quality in
Illinois (2013) published a report detailing their views surrounding PERA in 2013. They
applauded the inclusion of a student growth component in the law but concluded that educators
needed more assessment training and professional learning on the topic. They also noted that
student growth should be used to help improve instruction, rather than identify good or bad
teachers. The educators noted that including teacher effectiveness should be factored into
granting seniority and tenure for teachers and that compensation should be tied to improving
student learning and suggested that professional development plans be established for all
teachers rather than simply those who need a remediation plan required by the law.
In 2015, an interim report evaluating PERA was released that examined five school
districts during the 2013-2014 school year to observe how they were evaluating teachers,
measuring student growth, combining ratings of different categories to calculate an overall
summative rating, communicating the changes to staff members, and identifying any progress or
concerns the districts had about the process (Milanowski et al., 2015). Milanowski et al. found
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that all five districts reported they had received information from at least one source on the
changes to the teacher evaluation process. Milanowski et al. also found that more than half of
tenured teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their evaluation rating depended more on the
evaluator than their teaching practice, with most teachers reporting that the new evaluation
process would result in better instruction and improved student performance. The teachers
viewed the feedback received after the observation process as positive; however, Milanowski et
al. also discovered that teachers felt they had less understanding in student growth and how to
measure it.
While the teachers from the five school districts surveyed in the report had mostly
positive remarks about the new evaluation process, Milanowski et al. (2015) found that
principals and assistant principals were less enthused. The authors concluded that although
administrators were confident in the area of collecting and recording data and in determining
what data should be included in the evaluation, many felt less confident defining the different
rating levels for teachers, determining a rating level, and having conversations with teachers
about the evaluation process and instrument (Milanowski et al.). The findings in this report
suggest that there might be disconnect between how teachers and administrators view PERA and
its implementation.

Teacher Evaluation Models Adopted from PERA

In response to the changes in the law, many Illinois school districts adopted new
evaluation models to evaluate teachers. Independently, Danielson (2007) and Marzano (2012)
created frameworks designed to improve and measure teaching using a comprehensive system, a
developmental rating scale (Not using, Beginning, and Developing) and multiple components.
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Danielson contends that using a rigorous and in-depth evaluation framework would help elevate
the status of teachers to that of other professionals, such as doctors and lawyers. Although
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching is grounded in research, the evaluation model is not
research-based, which has caused some criticism about using the framework to evaluate teachers
and determine their effectiveness in the classroom (Kaufman, 2013; Morrissey, 2014; Singer,
2013).
Danielson’s (2007) Framework for Teaching contains four, equally weighted domains
that structure the conversation of what is considered effective teaching (see Appendix A). These
domains—planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and professional
responsibilities—contain 22 different components with two to five elements describing specific
features of each component. The model is designed to display the complexities and cognitively
demanding elements of teaching. Danielson’s (2007) evaluation model assumes that learning
occurs best through high-level instruction, with students becoming flexible in their understanding
as a result of effective teachers. This evaluation tool differs greatly from the teacher-centered
checklists proposed by Hunter in the 1970s.
Each of the four domains carries equal weight in calculating a teacher’s overall
summative evaluation rating (Danielson, 2007). After certified evaluators have collected data
and teachers have provided their own data of how they have met each component and domain,
Danielson suggests one of four ratings (Distinguished, Proficient, Basic, or Unsatisfactory) that
differ slightly from PERA’s (2010) ratings of Excellent, Proficient, Needs Improvement, or
Unsatisfactory.
The teacher evaluation process has evolved from a teacher-centered checklist in the
1970s to a more rigorous, demanding, and time-consuming system in the 21st Century. The
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evaluation model has also become more student-centered and focused on student engagement
and learning outcomes rather than teacher appearance or behaviors (Donaldson, 2009).

Conclusion

The educational reform efforts of the past few decades have shaped the conversations
surrounding what is considered effective teaching and how one can adequately measure it. The
increased involvement of the federal government in measuring student growth and teacher
effectiveness has prompted many states and school districts to reassess their evaluation process
and to reconsider including student growth components in their teacher and principal
evaluations. Evaluations have evolved from checklists designed to observe teacher behaviors to
frameworks designed to analyze student engagement.
These reforms do not exist in a vacuum, as Millennials experienced these shifts in policy
first-hand as students and now as teachers and educational leaders. Understanding Millennials’
views on reform efforts and how they view teacher evaluation frameworks, such as Danielson’s
(2007), will help guide future conversations and possibly predict future decisions about teacher
accountability and school reform efforts.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine how MHSTs perceive the Danielson Framework
for Teaching as an evaluative tool. This chapter includes the following sections: research
questions, research design, participants, data collection, data analysis, limitations, and
conclusion. The following research questions guided this study:
1. What are the common themes MHSTs employ when describing their experiences
with the Danielson Framework for Teaching?
2. What do MHSTs perceive as the strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson
Framework for Teaching when used as an evaluation tool?
3. Do MHSTs view the Danielson Framework for Teaching as a valid and reliable
tool for evaluating their teaching?
4. How does the experiential knowledge or previous experience a MHST has with
the Danielson Framework for Teaching influence his or her views about teacher
evaluation?
5. How do MHSTs perceive previous generations’ views about the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as being similar to or different from their own views?
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Research Design

This study utilized a pragmatic parallel mixed method approach by employing both
quantitative and qualitative data collection strategies to answer the research questions. This
mixed-methods approach, according to Creswell (2015), is advantageous. Purely quantitative
studies often do not adequately investigate personal stories and meanings, and qualitative studies
do not always allow results to be generalized from a small group to a larger population. During
the first phase of the study, both types of data were collected at the same time using a survey that
contained both closed- and open-ended responses (Mertens, 2015). Surveys allow large groups of
individuals to be represented and provide responses that are typically easy to score and analyze
(Mertens; Patten, 2011). While the numerical scores obtained through the survey provided
information about Millennial teachers’ views on teacher evaluation, they only offered a snapshot
of their beliefs (Patten). To better understand the participants’ perspectives and the meanings
they have constructed about teacher evaluation, a qualitative component was included in the
survey (Merriam, 2009). The open-ended survey items allowed the researcher to understand
more about the phenomenon of teacher evaluation and how the participants made sense of their
world and their experiences as MHSTs (Merriam). By using this mixed method approach, the
researcher was able to obtain data from multiple sources.
The second phase of the research study utilized individual interviews to obtain qualitative
data. The individual interview participants were selected from a pool of interested survey
participants who agreed to be contacted and provided their contact information in the survey.
This qualitative data collection method allowed the researcher to observe interactions among the
MHSTs as they provide responses beyond their original responses on the survey (Patton, 2002).
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Participants

The participants in this study were Illinois public high school teachers who ranged in age
from 22 to 34 during the timeframe of the study. This age range was chosen because teachers
who fall between these ages are classified as belonging to the Millennial Generation (Strauss &
Howe, 1991). Once the research population was identified, the researcher developed a list of
population members through the sampling frame (Sue & Ritter, 2012). For this study, the
researcher utilized purposive sampling by setting parameters, such as age, to include or exclude
participants.
The researcher submitted a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to the Illinois
State Board of Education to determine the number of MHSTs in the State of Illinois. According
to the FOIA request response via email, there are 16,870 teachers between the ages of 22 and 34
in public high schools in the state (See Appendix B). By using Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970)
table for selecting sample sizes, the approximate number of desired participants would have been
375.
The researcher contacted individual school districts by using the list of Illinois State Board
of Education’s (2014) financial regions to create a list of potential schools to participate. The
Rock Island and Tazewell Financial Regions contain 45 total counties throughout the northern,
central, and western portions of the state. This type of sampling is purposive, as the researcher
was making a judgment and deliberate decision to select these regions and subsequent counties
(Mertens, 2015). These counties were chosen because they represent a diverse sampling of
school sizes, locations (e.g. rural, suburban, urban), and demographics. By using this sampling
process, the researcher believes the data collected and results from the study were more
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representative of school districts throughout the state of Illinois. The researcher obtained the
contact information from the Illinois State Board of Education’s public record of school
administrator contact information and cross-referenced the data with the Illinois High School
Association’s (IHSA) website of school contact information to ensure the most up-to-date
information was available. A total of 211 schools were contacted. 21 principals responded to the
email and agreed to distribute the survey to their teachers. A list of the counties and Regional
Offices of Education (ROEs) represented in these regions is found in Table 2.
The researcher created an email group and emailed each building principal three times for
permission to administer the online survey to the participants. This was done to help increase the
survey response rate, as recommended by Dillman (2007). If a principal gave permission to
conduct the study, the researcher sent a hyperlink for the survey via email that the principal
forwarded to his or her teachers (see Appendix C). The researcher also enlisted the help of fellow
doctoral candidates to share the survey link with their colleagues throughout northern Illinois to
increase the response rate, as only 21 principals responded to the emails regarding the survey.
To ensure those completing the survey were Millennials, one of the initial survey questions
includes a screening question that asked “Were you born between the years 1982 and 2003?” If
participants selected “No,” the survey directed them to the end, and they did not complete the
survey. Of the 152 total respondents, 64 were ineligible to complete the survey, due to their age;
88 respondents answered “Yes” that they were between they were born between years 1982 and
2003, with two respondents not completing the survey. The low response from building
principals was likely due to the fact that the emails were sent in the final month of school, which
is a very busy time for administrators. Additionally, the email may have been sent to their spam
email folder, as schools become more secure with their email servers.
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Table 2
Counties in the Rock Island and Tazewell ISBE Financial Regions
Rock Island ROE
Boone
Bureau
Carroll
DeKalb
Grundy
Henry
Jo-Daviess
Kendall
LaSalle
Lee
Marshall
Mercer
Ogle
Putnam
Rock Island
Stark
Stephenson
Whiteside
Winnebago

Tazewell ROE
Adams
Brown
Cass
Christian
DeWitt
Fulton
Hancock
Henderson
Knox
Livingston
Logan
Macon
Mason
McLean
Menard
Morgan
Peoria
Piatt
Pike
Sangamon
Schuyler
Scott
Tazewell
Warren
Woodford

(Illinois State Board of Education, 2014)
Participants who chose to take the survey were notified of any potential risks from taking
the survey and were provided an online consent form prior to completion (See Appendix D). If
they chose not to consent, the survey directed them to the end and they did not complete the
survey.
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Data Collection

For the purposes of this study, the primary tool for data collection was a survey that
included both closed- and open-ended items. This study also employed a simple descriptive
approach, as the researcher analyzed data from a sample taken at a single point in time (Mertens,
2015). Additionally, to elicit more nuanced responses from participants that may not be possible
through a survey, the researcher conducted individual interviews with participants who
completed the online survey and chose to also participate in the second part of the study. A
description of the survey and interview protocol follows.

Survey

Advantages of Survey Use in Research

In addition to the efficiency and cost effectiveness of this type of data collection, a survey
was used because of its capacity to allow teachers the opportunity to express their views about
teacher evaluation procedures using the Danielson Framework for Teaching. Wiener and Lundy
(2013) note that providing teachers with surveys about the teacher evaluation process promotes a
healthy school culture, involves teachers in the evaluation process, and allows their viewpoints to
be included in the discussion about evaluating teachers. Further, it provides data on the teacher
evaluation system used in multiple schools, which may be a useful resource. The survey asked
targeted questions such as the perceived validity of evaluations, specific feedback received by
teachers, the importance of professional learning about the evaluation process, and how they
perceive their veteran colleagues’ views about the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an
evaluation tool. (see Appendix E)
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To better understand the Millennial teachers’ perspectives and the meanings they have
constructed about teacher evaluation, a qualitative component was included in the survey
(Merriam, 2009). The open-ended responses to the survey questions allowed the researcher to
know more about the phenomenon of teacher evaluation and how the participants make sense of
their world and experiences (Merriam, 2009). Finally, since the data were collected from
teachers throughout the state of Illinois, an online-based survey was an efficient means to obtain
information from various locations (Dillman, 2007).
Online Survey Advantages

Since the data were collected from teachers throughout different regions from the State of
Illinois, an online-based survey was an efficient means to obtain information from various
locations. One potential drawback of using a web-based survey, according to Dillman (2007), is
that online surveys often have lower response rates. A possible reason for this lower response
rate could be due to the feeling some people have of being inundated with emails. Another
possible reason could be that an individual may feel that a mailed survey is more personal and
may feel more obligated to complete the survey. This disadvantage could have posed a potential
problem in the current study, as a higher response rate would have provided more valid results in
answering the research questions. To combat this issue and increase the survey response rate, the
researcher sent three reminders to the selected principals to help solicit responses from the
survey participants, as recommended by Dillman (2007).
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Survey Design

To elicit the most responses from participants, the researcher created a survey with 29
questions related to teacher evaluation. The full survey is in Appendix E. The majority of the
questions (n=18) were close-ended with Likert scale responses (e.g. 1-strongly agree to 5strongly disagree). Four of the questions are open-ended to elicit more nuanced responses
regarding teacher evaluation and the participants’ experiences with learning about teacher
evaluations in their teacher preparation program. The survey should have taken approximately 10
minutes for participants to complete. Since the numerical scores from the quantitative questions
only provide a segment of the participants’ beliefs, the qualitative component of the survey is
significant, as it may help provide more definitive responses from survey participants about the
teacher evaluation process (e.g. strengths, weaknesses, validity, reliability) (Merriam, 2009). The
survey concludes with seven demographic questions about the participant, such as their gender,
age, and content area they teach. Table 3 includes the survey questions and their alignment with
the research questions for the study.
To ensure the survey instrument was valid, the survey was distributed to 15 Millennial
teachers at the school in which the researcher teaches. The survey was adjusted to allow space
for the survey respondents to make comments about the questions. If any of the questions
seemed unclear, confusing, or ambiguous, respondents were asked to give suggestions as to how
to make the questions easier to understand. If the respondents thought additional questions
should be asked, they also had space to provide that information. This process helped determine
whether the survey was valid by doing a trial-run of the survey before it was distributed to the
participants. Any potentially confusing questions were edited before the survey was distributed.
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Table 3
Research Question and Survey Questions Alignment
Research Questions

Survey Questions

1. What are common themes MHSTs
employ when describing their
experiences with the Danielson
Framework for Teaching?

#9 Please provide an example of what
kind of specific feedback you received
from your evaluator, if you answered
“Strongly Agree” or “Agree” in the
previous question.

2. What do MHSTs perceive as the
strengths and weaknesses of the
Danielson Framework for Teaching
when used as an evaluation tool?

#11 Please provide an example about
what types of feedback from your
evaluator you find helpful or
constructive, if you answered
“Strongly Agree” or “Agree” in the
previous question.
#10 The feedback I receive from my
evaluator is helpful and constructive.
#13 I believe that the Danielson
Framework for Teaching is used
fairly by evaluators in my school or
district

3. Do MHSTs view the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as a valid and
reliable tool for evaluating their
teaching?

#6 The Danielson Framework is a
valid and reliable measure of my
performance as a teacher.
#8 I receive specific feedback from
my evaluator about my performance
as a teacher.
#13 I believe that the Danielson
Framework for Teaching is used
fairly by evaluators in my school or
district
#14 Please provide an example from
your experience with the Danielson
Framework for Teaching to justify

Table continued on next page
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Table 3 Continued.
Research Questions

Survey Questions

4. How does the experiential knowledge
or previous experience a Millennial
teacher has with the Danielson
Framework for Teaching influence his or
her views about teacher evaluation?

#17 Did your teacher preparation
program discuss teacher evaluation
procedures and/or the Danielson
Framework for Teaching in your
coursework?
#18 If you answered “yes” to
question 17, what types of
information about teacher
evaluation procedures and/or the
Danielson Framework for Teaching
was presented?
#28 In what year did you graduate
from your teacher preparation

5. How do MHSTs perceive previous
generations’ views about the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as being similar
to or different from their own views?

#15 My teaching colleagues who
have taught fifteen years or more
view the Danielson Framework for
Teaching differently than I do.

After the surveys were completed, the researcher analyzed the data to determine if any of
the survey results were outliers or did not provide adequate information. The researcher did not
find any outliers; however, one survey respondent did note that he/she did not want to answer the
open-ended, qualitative survey questions. As a result, the researcher changed the survey
questions from required to optional in the Google Form Settings. Those teachers who
participated in the pilot study were excluded from the data collection phase of the study.

Individual Interviews

To collect more data and nuanced responses about the Danielson Framework for
Teaching, individual interviews were conducted with survey participants who were willing to
participate. Interviewing is needed when the researcher is not present to observe behaviors,
feelings, or how people interpret the world around them (Merriam, 2009). According to Seidman
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(2013), interviewing is a way for people to tell their stories and understand the experiences of
people, including the meanings they make from those experiences.
Seidman (2013) suggests using a phenomenological approach to interviewing that
includes four themes that give the rationale and logic for the structure of the interview, the
interview technique, and the analysis and interpretation technique of the interview data. The first
theme is “temporal” or “transitory,” which includes the nature of the human experience
(Seidman, p. 16). The second theme is the participant’s subjective understanding through the
participant’s point of view. The third theme is the participant’s lived experience through the
phenomena. The fourth theme is the emphasis on the meaning people make of their experience
(Seidman).
The interview protocol (See Appendix F) included a welcome and introduction by the
researcher, the topic, and guidelines for the interview. The researcher asked nine structured
questions (See Appendix G), but used the responses of the participants to help drive the direction
of the interview in a semi-structured format. In this manner, the interview process was organized
and had some structure, but remained flexible and responsive to the needs of the participant,
when the conversation developed around ideas not previously considered by the researcher
(Patton, 2002; Seidman, 2013). The researcher also took notes during the interview that detailed
the setting, location, and physical space (Merriam, 2009). Each interview was recorded using the
Voice Memo Application on an iPhone and was transcribed by the researcher. Participants
signed a consent form acknowledging their responses will be recorded in the interview protocol
(See Appendix H). Table 4 includes the interview questions and their alignment with the
research questions for the study.
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Table 4
Interview Questions
Research Question
1. What are common themes MHSTs employ
when describing their experiences with the
Danielson Framework for Teaching?

Interview Questions
Opening Question: What have your
experiences been like using the
Danielson Framework for Teaching as
an evaluation tool in your school or
district?
#1 What do you like about the
Danielson Framework for Teaching as
an evaluation tool?
#2 What do you not like about the
Danielson Framework for Teaching as
an evaluation tool?
#3 What, if anything, needs to be
improved about the teacher evaluation
process in your school or district?
#4 Thinking back to your evaluations
before using the Danielson
Framework for Teaching, do you
think the new process is better?
#8 If you could sit and talk with a
policymaker for ten minutes, what
would you like to tell him or her
about the Danielson Framework for
Teaching as an evaluation tool?
#9 Have we missed anything you
would like to discuss about the
Danielson Framework for Teaching,
especially as an evaluative tool?

2. What do MHSTS perceive as the strengths
and weaknesses of the Danielson Framework
for Teaching when used as an evaluation
tool?
3. Do MHSTs view the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as a valid and
reliable tool for evaluating their teaching?

Table continued on next page

Opening Question; #1; #2; #3; #4; #8;
#9

Opening Question: #1; #2; #3; #4; #8;
#9
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Table 4 Continued.
Research Questions

Interview Questions

4. How does the experiential knowledge or
previous experience a Millennial teacher has
with the Danielson Framework for Teaching
influence his or her views about teacher
evaluation?

#6 What types of training on the
Danielson Framework for Teaching
did you receive in your school or
district before it was implemented?
#7 How did the teacher preparation
program you completed address
teacher evaluation procedures? Was
the Danielson Framework for
Teaching mentioned or explicitly
taught?
#9

5. How do MHSTs perceive previous
generations’ views about the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as being similar to
or different from their own views?

#5 How do you think your colleagues
who are veteran teachers view the
Danielson Framework for Teaching

To find participants for the individual interviews, the researcher included a question in
the survey asking if the participant would like to participate in an individual interview and to
provide contact information. Of the 86 survey respondents, 21 agreed to be contacted to
participate in an individual interview. After emailing all 21 respondents, 13 responded to the
email and were interviewed. Two interviews were in-person, while 11 were phone interviews, as
the participants lived more than 75 miles from where the researcher resides.

Data Analysis

This study was analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative data analysis techniques.
The quantitative data were analyzed using various statistical analysis tests, while the qualitative
data were analyzed using open and axial coding to uncover themes and trends.
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Quantitative Data Analysis

The quantitative data collected in this study were analyzed using descriptive and
correlational statistics. According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2013), descriptive statistics are used
to analyze characteristics of a sample, summarize, organize, and simplify the data. Correlational
statistics “describe the strength and direction of a relationship between two or more variables”
(Mertens, 2015, p. 420). In this study, the independent variables were the participant’s age,
evaluation rating, and years teaching, while the dependent variables were their views on the
Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool.

Likert Scale Scoring

Once the researcher obtained responses to the survey, they were scored and coded
accordingly. Using a Likert scale for responses, statements had the following possible responses:
strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree. Each response
was scored as follows: strongly agree = 5, agree = 4, neither agree nor disagree = 3, disagree = 2,
and strongly disagree = 1.
Statistical Analysis

Once the responses were tabulated using IBM SPSS Statistics, the researcher ran several
tests to determine the results. First, the researcher utilized descriptive statistics to find means and
frequency distributions from responses on the Likert scale items in the survey. Second, an
ANOVA test was used to determine the strength of the linear relationship between two variables,
such as the year a participant graduated from a teacher preparation program and their views on
teacher evaluation (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). The ANOVA test helped to address the research
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question regarding the year in which a participant finished his or her teacher preparation
programs and whether it impacted individual views on teacher evaluation. For example, the
direction and degree of the relationship between Millennial teachers’ attitudes toward the
Danielson Framework and the amount of training completed regarding teacher evaluation during
their teacher preparation program was determined using this measure. Finally, a Chi-Square test
was used to determine any relationship between the responses regarding whether the Danielson
Framework is a valid and reliable measure of one’s teaching and the perception of whether or not
it is used fairly in one’s school. Table 5 identifies the statistical analysis used for these questions.
Table 5
Data Analysis and Survey Questions
Survey Question
4. What was the overall summative
rating of your evaluation from your
last evaluation?
5. The Danielson Framework for
Teaching is a valid measure of my
performance as a teacher.

7. I receive specific feedback from my
evaluator about my performance as a
teacher.
9. The feedback I receive from my
evaluator is helpful and constructive.

11. I like that the Danielson
Framework for Teaching has specific
criteria listed for each element and
rating.

Data Analysis
Mean, frequency
distributions, linear
regression, ANOVA Test

Research Question
Addressed
RQ 3

Mean, frequency
distributions, linear
regression, ANOVA Test,
Chi-Square Test

RQ 3

Mean, frequency
distributions

RQ 2
RQ 3

Mean, frequency
distributions

RQ 2
RQ 3

Mean, frequency
distributions

RQ 2
RQ 3

Table 5. Continued
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Survey Question

Data Analysis

12. I believe that the Danielson
Framework for Teaching is used fairly
by evaluators for evaluating teachers
in my school or district.

Mean, frequency
distributions, linear
regression, ANOVA Test,
Chi-Square Test

17. What is your age?
18. With which gender do you
identify?
19. What is the approximate number
of students enrolled in the school
where you teach?
20. What subject do you teach? Mark
all that apply.
21. Including this school year (20152016), how many total years have you
taught?
24. How would you describe the
school setting where you teach?
25. How would you describe the
teacher preparation program you
completed?
26. From which university or program
did you receive your teacher
certification?
27. In what year did you graduate
from your teacher preparation
program?

Frequency Distributions

Research Question
RQ 3
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Qualitative Data Analysis

Coding

Qualitative data require a different coding technique than quantitative data. Strauss and
Corbin (1998) describe this process as an inductive one that involves the interplay between the
researcher and the data in which “the researcher begins with an area of study and allows the
theory to emerge from the data” (p. 12). As a result, the researcher uses coding as a systematic
way to analyze qualitative data to develop themes and concepts through his or her own
interpretation (Strauss & Corbin).
Creswell (2002) suggests that the researcher first prepare the raw data so that it is visually
similar (i.e., the transcripts are prepared in the same font and format). Second, the researcher
should conduct a close reading of the data, followed by the creation of categories. The openended questions in the survey that require short answer responses, as well as the individual
interview transcripts, were analyzed using both open and axial coding techniques (Merriam,
2009).
During the open coding phase, the researcher coded "individual words, line segments,
and incidents" that stood out as significant to the study (Mertens, 2015, p. 440). The researcher
highlighted words that stood out as significant, (e.g., consistent, inconsistent, specific feedback,
and Domain 4) when survey respondents or interview participants mentioned these words. In the
axial coding phase, the researcher sought to make connections and identify relationships among
the themes identified in the open coding phase (Merriam, 2009). The researcher created
categories and placed the themes identified in the open coding phase under the categories using
large poster board marked with color coded categories. Some examples of the categories
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identified in the axial coding process were the following: specific feedback from evaluators,
perceived subjectivity of evaluators, and inaccurate reflection of most high school settings.
Creswell describes these categories as lower-level and upper-level. The lower-level categories,
also known as in vivo coding, are specific categories, whereas upper-level categories are
developed from the research objective (Creswell, 2002). For example, an upper-level category
such as “perceived subjectivity of evaluators” emerged through the coding process, as it relates
to one of the research objectives to examine whether MHSTs view the Danielson Framework as
a valid measure of their teaching. These two coding techniques helped explain any relationships
uncovered in the quantitative data analysis. Once the upper codes were created, the researcher
compared the data with how they aligned to each of the research questions.

Limitations

This study contained several limitations. The first limitation was the self-reporting by the
survey respondents. The validity of the data is dependent on how honest the participants were in
their responses (Mertens, 2015). If the respondents were not truthful, it will impact the validity of
the data. Another limitation is the response rate. Since participation in this survey was voluntary,
the number of people who responded to the request to complete the survey was a limitation.
Although three reminders were sent to the principals in the selected schools, many did not
respond to the email to participate in the research study. The final limitation is that this study
only included high school teachers who were ages 22 to 34. Elementary and middle school
teachers and teachers who work in private schools were not a part of this research study.
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Conclusion

This study utilized a mixed method approach to answer the research questions. The
instruments used were an online survey of Illinois public high school teachers who are ages 22 to
34 as well as individual interviews with survey participants who volunteered to participate.
Results of the survey were analyzed using descriptive and correlational statistics. The data from
the individual interviews were analyzed using open and axial coding techniques. Chapter 4
details the findings from the survey.

CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

Introduction

This mixed-methods research study examined how MHSTs view the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool. Within this chapter, participant demographics are
presented, followed by the quantitative and qualitative findings that address each research
question. The mixed-methods findings for each research question are presented within a crosscategorical analysis using the quantitative findings from the larger group of survey respondents
(n = 86) and the qualitative findings from the interview participants (n = 13). Before addressing
the study’s research questions, descriptions of the participants are provided below.

Participant Demographics

The survey participants included 86 high school teachers who were born 1982 and 1994.
Of the 86 survey respondents, 21 agreed to be contacted to participate in an individual interview.
After emailing all 21 respondents, 13 responded to the email and were interviewed. The survey
respondents will be described first, followed by more detailed biographies, using pseudonyms, of
each of the individual interview participants. Figures 1 and 2 provide demographic information
about the survey respondents. Figure 3 provides the representation of subject areas taught by the
participants.
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Birth Year of Participants
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
Birth 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
Year
Figure 1. Birth year of survey participants.
The birth year of the participants was a positively skewed distribution, with a median age
of 29 years old. There was also a larger proportion of survey participants who identified as
female rather than male.
Gender

1
30
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Women
Figure 2. Gender of survey participants.

Men
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Subject Areas Taught
5 32
21

13
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12
13
15

9

English Language Arts

Mathematics

Science

Social Studies

Special Education

Physical Education

Fine Arts

Family and Consumer Sciences

Career and Technical Education Business Education
Figure 3. Subject areas taught by participants.
The survey participants represented ten different subject areas. Thirty-six respondents
taught humanities courses (i.e. English Language Arts or Social Studies), while 21 taught Math
or Science. Another 13 respondents were Special Education teachers with another 13
representing Fine Arts. The remaining 10 respondents taught vocational courses. In addition to
their individual demographic information, data were collected regarding their individual schools,
such as the school setting and student enrollment. The majority of respondents (n=52) taught in
rural schools, with the remaining (n=34) teaching in suburban or urban school settings. The
school enrollment size also varied, with 38 respondents teaching in schools with fewer than
1,000 students and 34 respondents teaching in schools with more than 1,000 students enrolled.
See Figures 4 and 5.
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School Settings of Participants
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Figure 4. School settings of participants.
School Enrollment Size
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Figure 5. School enrollment size of participants.
Finally, survey participants were asked about the teacher preparation programs they
completed. The majority of participants (n=52) attended in-state public universities, while
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another sizeable group (n=24) attended in-state private universities. This is relevant to the current
study, since all of the participants are currently teaching in the State of Illinois. See Figure 6.
Teacher Preparation Program Characteristics
1
3

6

24
52

In-State Public

In-State Private

Out of State Public

Out of State Private

Alternative Certification
Figure 6. Teacher preparation program characteristics of participants.
As shown in Figures 1-5, the participants represented various geographic locations and
school settings and had a variety of teaching experiences, content areas, and teacher preparation
programs completed. Pseudonyms were used for each participant. To better understand the
background of the 13 individual interview participants, brief biographies of each participant are
provided. (See Table 6)
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Table 6
Biographical Information of Interview Participants Ordered by Age
Name

Age/Years
Teaching

Subject
Taught

School
Setting

Teacher
Prep.
Program

Erin Jones

23/1

Special
Education

Rural

Private instate

Jared Wilson

23/1

Spanish

Rural

Jennifer
Anderson
Connor Williams

23/1

Math

Rural

23/1

Social
Studies/Spanish

Suburban

Public instate
Private instate
Public instate

Ryan Harper

26/2

Agriculture

Rural

Public instate

Sarah Thompson

28/2

Science

Rural

Joe Myers

29/5

Science

Rural

Public instate
Private instate

Nate Donaldson

30/4

Science

Suburban

Private instate

Aaron Burns

31/7

Special
Education

Rural

Public instate

Arthur Taylor

32/10

Math

Suburban

Private instate

Experience
with
Danielson
Framework
Evaluated
during student
teaching
No prior
experience
No prior
experience
Evaluated
during student
teaching
Extensive
experience
through
mentoring
program for
Ag. and
evaluated
during student
teaching
No prior
experience
Has been
evaluated
three times
using the
Framework
Learning
about
Framework in
graduate
courses
Observed
student
teachers in
graduate
program
Evaluates
fellow
department
members
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Morgan Smith

33/9

Social Studies

Suburban

Public
out-ofstate

Elyse Stewart

33/10

Special
Education

Suburban

Public instate

Ashley Fisher

33/8

Special
Education

Urban

Public instate

Extensive
experience
being
evaluated with
the
Framework in
both North
Carolina and
Illinois
Has been
evaluated
once with the
Framework
for Teaching
Learning
about
Framework in
graduate
classes;
experienced
appeal process
for evaluation
timeline and
rating

The 13 interview participants provided a wide-range of teaching experience, school
settings, teacher preparation programs completed, and experience with the Danielson Framework
for Teaching as an evaluation tool. While all of the participants have been evaluated using the
Framework, almost half (n=6) had been evaluated several times, and others (n=4) have had
limited experience (i.e. not evaluated with it during their student teaching). Furthermore, four of
the participants have taken graduate coursework in the Framework and were learning to use it as
an evaluation tool. Their backgrounds and responses helped to answer the research questions that
guided this study. In the following pages, each research question will be addressed using the
quantitative data gathered, followed by the qualitative data from the open-ended survey
questions and individual interviews.
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Research Question 1
What are the common themes MHSTs employ when describing their
experiences with the Danielson Framework for Teaching?

Although there were unique responses from the participants, some common themes
emerged from both survey responses and conversations in the individual interviews. One theme
was the belief that it is difficult for a teacher to achieve the highest evaluation rating using the
Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. A second theme included criticism about the amount
of time spent collecting evidence and artifacts by teachers for their evaluations. A third and final
theme revealed the Danielson Framework, as an evaluation tool, improved the consistency with
the evaluation process. Table 7 displays the emerging themes and sub-themes from survey
respondents and interview participants, including the number of times each theme or sub-theme
was mentioned by survey or interview participants.
Table 7
Theme and Sub-Themes Including Number of Participant Comments
Theme

Sub-themes

# of Participants
Comments

1. Difficult to Achieve
the Highest
Evaluation Rating
A. Dependent on
Students
B. Factors Outside
Teacher’s Control
C. Framework does not
Accurately Reflect
most High School
Settings

15
15
18
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2. Time Spent Collecting
Evidence and Artifacts
A. Evaluators do not
Look at the Artifacts
or Evidence
B. Fidelity of Submitting
Evidence and Artifacts
by Teachers

12

C. Time Taken Away
from other Teaching
Responsibilities

12

A. Evaluation Instrument
has Specific Examples
of Teacher Behaviors
B. Process with
Evaluators is
Improved
C. Teachers Know How
to Improve their
Teaching/Rating

20

12

3. Improved Consistency
with the Evaluation
Process

17

28

Difficult to Achieve the Highest Evaluation Rating

One theme that developed from the data was the idea that it is difficult to achieve the
highest evaluation rating from the Danielson Framework. Within this theme are three subthemes:
a) the Danielson Framework is dependent on students, b) there are factors outside the teacher’s
control that can affect the evaluation, and c) the Danielson Framework does not accurately
reflect most high school settings. These subthemes will be discussed below.
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Dependent on Students

A common theme that developed from both survey responses and conversations in the
individual interviews was the belief that it is difficult for teachers to receive the highest
evaluation rating using the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. Both the survey
respondents and the interview participants provided feedback that the Danielson Framework has
many variables that are dependent on students rather than teachers and outside the teacher’s
control. This feature of the evaluation instrument may make it difficult to adequately evaluate a
teacher’s abilities because many of the components rely on student behaviors rather than the
teacher’s. For example, this survey respondent noted how the Framework is dependent on
student-led behavior and outcomes.
In order to maintain a distinguished level 4 rating, there are several domains that are
extremely dependent on the students. For instance, 2c requires students to be productive
without teacher prompting. The framework was meant to be a guide for teachers to use in
order to maintain a better classroom. That being said, there are some aspects that are
beneficial and good for evaluations. (Survey Respondent 42, 2016)
Similarly, another survey respondent acknowledged how dependent their evaluation is on factors
outside his or her control.
In my opinion, Danielson holds teachers to an unobtainable standard. For example, if a
student puts their head down during an evaluation for any number of reasons (not feeling
well, didn’t get enough sleep, simply doesn’t care about anything), a teacher can be
scored down in domain three. There are too many variables that are out of a teacher’s
control. (Survey Respondent 5, 2016)
Another survey respondent expressed concern with student-led classrooms each day and
whether it is realistically feasible in the classroom and how it impacts the overall summative
rating.
I feel that some of the ratings are unattainable. It’s unrealistic to think that a classroom
can run at a 4 every single day. While I love for my students to be in charge of their own
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learning, there is a reason I have a degree and know my content area. There are days
where I am more of a teacher than a facilitator, which would not give me a 4 rating, yet I
feel saying I am simply proficient at my job is inaccurate. (Survey Respondent 19, 2016)
This survey respondent noted how difficult it is in a high school classroom to meet each studentled criteria in the framework. “There is no way to be able to get students to be able to do all what
it asks them to do when I have them for 45 minutes in one class section” (Survey Respondent 43,
2016). Due to the organization of many high schools with multiple class periods of 45 to 50
minutes, teachers may not have the opportunity to develop the relationships with students to
demonstrate student-led behaviors the majority of the time.

Factors Outside of Teacher’s Control

Other survey respondents explained their frustrations with the way the Danielson
Framework is being implemented in their schools and how difficult it is to receive the highest
evaluation rating because the Framework includes factors outside a teacher’s control. Ashley
Fisher noted in her interview “I teach in a school with a lot of high poverty students. They come
to school hungry…they maybe haven’t slept much. I can’t help that…and I might get marked
down because a student can’t keep his head up in class. That’s not right” (Interview, May 23,
2016). Similarly, Aaron Burns explained “I teach students with behavior problems, and they all
are from low-income families. Some may have run away from home or got picked up by the
police the day before…the last thing they think about is school” (Interview, May 8, 2016). Both
of these participants felt that student-related factors they could not control might influence their
overall evaluation rating. A student’s personal life or economic situation is out of a teacher’s
control; however, these circumstances can impact a student’s performance in school, which can
influence how a teacher performs during his or her observation and evaluation.
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Some participants also expressed concern about how difficult it is to achieve the highest
evaluation rating because of the structure of the Framework. The way the Framework is
designed, which is also out of the teacher’s control, makes it difficult for a teacher to receive an
Excellent rating. One survey respondent noted, “It often feels like it is impossible to get a good
rating” (Survey Respondent 25, 2016), while another stated, “I feel that it is almost impossible to
be distinguished at my school” (Survey Respondent 26, 2016). Similarly, this survey respondent
explained, “The rating is arbitrary and asks the teacher to do so much in one class, it is almost
impossible [to get the highest rating]” (Survey Respondent 80, 2016). Another survey respondent
explained frustration with the way the overall ratings were calculated.
I feel that some of the requirements to achieve at certain levels are too broad. Also, I do
not believe it’s fair to prohibit a teacher from achieving excellent if they are marked as
Basic/Needs Improvement in any portion. Doesn’t everyone need to improve something?
(Survey Respondent 33, 2016)
Elyse Stewart explained in her interview her dislike of how the ratings changed from a
three-tiered system to a four-tiered system in her interview.
This is my tenth year teaching and I have gotten an overall excellent rating
probably…oh…probably for the last eight years. So the first two years of my teaching, I
got satisfactory or proficient, or whatever the middle one was. And then the last eight
years I’ve gotten excellent ratings. So I’m on the first year of the two-year cycle and my
predicted overall rating is proficient. (Interview, May 19, 2016)
Connor Williams also expressed frustration with the rating system and the way overall ratings
are calculated from his experience.
So I think the thing that I don’t like about it is that it takes some minute things, like a kid
wearing a hat in class, and it devalues all the other work I did, because I had a really great
lesson that was really engaging, kids learned a lot and they were able to show their skills
through a formative assessment that would prepare them for the summative assessment
later on…but because one student wore a hat, it kind of downgrades all of it…I was rated
‘Basic’ on both the element and the entire domain because of it…To me, that one impact
of one student wearing a hat should not impact a whole domain. (Interview, May 13,
2016)
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These findings demonstrate that the survey and interview participants attribute factors
that are outside of their control as weaknesses of the Danielson Framework. Since the overall
evaluation rating teachers receive can play a significant role in their seniority ranking, the factors
teachers cannot control can cause frustration and anxiety in teachers, as it can have an impact on
their rating.

Framework Does Not Accurately Reflect Most High School Settings

The participants also explained that the Danielson Framework is more of an idealized
vision of high school classrooms and does not accurately reflect the types of settings in which
most teachers work. For example, Connor Williams explained the shift to a more student-led
classroom through the Framework and its role in the evaluation process as not being
representative of most settings.
It just expects basically that your students run the class and they do everything for you.
And that’s great…but realistically, it’s almost impossible to get distinguished…A
distinguished teacher might just be somebody who has put all of these programs in place
to stop bad student behavior, so other students don’t need to tell each other to behave. So
if it’s teacher-directed or teacher-led, it falls more under a proficient rating, which to me,
is more of a distinguished teacher because they have all these tricks in their bag and know
their students. Distinguished to me, in that regard, just seems a little bit far-fetched. (C.
Williams, interview, May 13, 2016)
A survey respondent noted “It’s just not realistic to think your students are going to just
do everything on their own and all take responsibility for their own learning” (Survey
Respondent 47, 2016). Another explained “My students come to my class once a day for what,
45 minutes? I’m supposed to get through all the content AND know all about their families,
culture, AND get them to keep each other in check? All by October when I’m evaluated? No
way” (Survey Respondent 17, 2016). Yet another survey respondent stated “You get different
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kids each semester. They have good days and bad days. Depending on what classes you teach,
you may never have kids that take ownership for stuff that will give you that 4
[Distinguished/Excellent] rating” (Survey Respondent, 32, 2016).
Both the survey data collected and individual interviews demonstrate some frustration by
MHSTs about how the overall ratings are calculated and the degree of difficulty to achieve the
highest evaluation rating of a level 4 (Distinguished/Excellent).

Time Spent Collecting Evidence and Artifacts by Teachers

A second major theme emerged in how MHSTs described the Danielson Framework:
time spent collecting artifacts and providing evidence during the evaluation process. Within this
theme, three subthemes emerged: a) evaluators do not look at the artifacts submitted by teachers,
b) the fidelity of submitting evidence by teachers, and c) time taken away from other teaching
responsibilities.
Evaluators Do Not Look at the Evidence or Artifacts

The subtheme of evaluators not looking at the artifacts or evidence submitted by teachers
was best noted by a survey respondent, who explained it this way “I’m pretty sure my evaluator
never even looked at what I submitted. I teach in a small school, and he’s the only evaluator.
There’s no way he has the time to go through all that” (Survey Respondent 29, 2016). Similarly,
Jennifer Anderson noted in her interview that “I brought handouts of stuff I’ve done to my
meeting, but he [the principal] didn’t say I had to document anything. He didn’t even take them”
(Interview, May 20, 2016). Another survey respondent elaborated about her experience “I left
columns blank in my online portfolio that we’re supposed to use to show what we’re doing…I
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still got a 4 rating” (Survey Respondent 54, 2016). These findings demonstrate that some
evaluators are not examining the evidence the teachers are submitting to document their teaching
behaviors.

Fidelity of Submitting Evidence and Artifacts by Teachers

While some evaluators “tediously” examine each component, this survey respondent
questioned whether the evaluator even looked at the documented evidence and the fidelity that
teachers use when documenting their evidence. “It [documenting evidence] is very time
consuming to fill out, and I don’t think anyone actually reads everything that I write. Plus, I work
with plenty of teachers who write amazing things but don’t actually follow through” (Survey
Respondent 85, 2016). Likewise, this respondent explained, “I have one colleague who openly
brags about writing things down she knows she’s supposed to do, but really doesn’t” (Survey
Respondent 4, 2016). Another respondent was direct in sharing, “As with anything, there are
ways to cheat the system. I like to think it isn’t true, but I have seen it” (Survey Respondent 7,
2016).
Elyse Stewart stated in her interview: “I know for a fact there are people in my
department who don’t do what they put in their portfolio. They know what admin. want and just
write it down to play the game” (Interview, May 19, 2016). Similarly, this survey respondent
elaborated, “I document what I do and I have coworkers who document what they should do, but
don’t. It’s unfair that we get the same rating” (Survey Respondent 39, 2016).
These responses demonstrate that not all teachers, as perceived by their colleagues, use
the opportunity to document evidence with fidelity and honesty. As a result, some teachers
perceive this as a weakness of the Danielson Framework.
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Time Taken Away from other Teaching Responsibilities

Others expressed frustration with the amount of time spent beyond teaching to document
evidence and how it has impacted them with so much time spent outside the classroom: “It is so
broad that you cannot truly accomplish everything that it asks and have a normal life” (Survey
Respondent 42, 2016). Yet another stated, “As applied at my school, the Danielson Model
assumes that if a certain behavior wasn’t observed during the observation that it didn’t happen.
We then have to go through tediously point by point proving that we are doing those things”
(Survey Respondent 63, 2016).
Another described the tedious evidence collection as “More hoops teachers have to jump
through to keep their job” (Survey Respondent 22, 2016). Similarly, another respondent noted
“The Danielson Framework places another unnecessary burden on teachers [with evidence
collection]” (Survey Respondent 64, 2016). Additionally, another survey respondent questioned
whether the time spent documenting evidence negatively impacts one’s teaching. For example,
this survey respondent noted “The cumbersome nature of evaluations takes time away from what
should be valued: creating memorable and impactful lessons for our students” (Survey
Respondent 45, 2016). These survey respondents question the purpose of collecting evidence and
feel their time could be spent more effectively developing curriculum and effective lesson plans.
In an individual interview, Sarah Thompson noted that, as applied in her school,
collecting and documenting evidence for her evaluation has driven her from the profession. “I
actually will not be teaching at the high school level next year. I will be teaching at the college
level. A lot of it has to do with the evaluation process, the issues with it” Interview, May 12,
2016). She explained her frustration,
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I think I’ve probably spent 100 hours just preparing my artifacts, and I don’t feel like that
was a very good use of my time when I have so many students that I’m trying to keep
track of and other things that I could be doing for work… It really compromises a lot of
time. We could be using the time to develop better activities to be using in the classroom
and improving our relationships with our students and providing better feedback on their
work. I’m already teaching, you know, five different classes and have 90 students, and all
my responsibilities…it’s just way too much…to work your butt off and then put hundreds
of hours into something for them to just say ‘Oh, well, we’re just going to have to give
you a 2 because you don’t do enough of the things for us to give you a 3.’ It is
disheartening… (Interview, May 12, 2016)
While Sarah Thompson was required to document evidence and provide lesson plans that
connected to the different components of the Danielson Framework, Jennifer Anderson, who
teaches in a similar, rural school setting, was not required to provide such evidence. She
explained, “I wasn’t asked to keep, like a binder or anything, of my evidence. But I know a lot of
teachers have to do that. I think my school has handled it pretty well” (Interview, May 20, 2016).
The comments from these survey respondents demonstrate how they perceive the amount of time
collecting and documenting evidence could be better spent completing other teaching tasks.
Improved Consistency with the Evaluation Process

The third and final major theme included a positive description and experience MHSTs
have had with the Danielson Framework for Teaching: improved consistency with the teacher
evaluation process. Within this theme are three subthemes: a) the evaluation instrument has
specific examples of teacher behaviors, b) the process with evaluators is improved, and c)
teachers know how to improve their teaching/rating.

Evaluation Instrument Has Specific Examples of Teacher Behaviors

Survey respondents gave examples of how the new evaluation system was improved by
being more consistent and including specific examples of teacher behaviors. For example, one
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survey respondent explained how the Danielson Framework improved the evaluation process by
providing specific examples of teacher behaviors: “The rubric creates consistency and allows for
reflection” (Survey Respondent 72, 2016). Another explained, “I like how it distinguishes
different levels of teaching clearly in its rubric” (Survey Respondent 20, 2016). Yet another
survey respondent noted, “The evaluation allows the administrator to see all aspects of a
teacher’s performance” (Survey Respondent 22, 2016), which demonstrates how the evaluation
instrument is more comprehensive and encompasses the various components of teaching.
Similarly, another stated, “It [the Danielson Framework] encompasses the multiple facets of an
educators. It does not just fixate on instruction, but includes professionalism and your classroom
environment” (Survey Respondent 51, 2016). These respondents’ views exemplify how some
MHSTs prefer the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool as compared to
previous models due to the improved consistency with the evaluation process and inclusion of
specific criteria for each domain.

Process with Evaluators Has Improved

In addition to the improved consistency with evaluations, survey respondents also noted
how the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool has improved dialogue between teachers
and evaluators about specific teaching practices and how to improve. For example, this survey
respondent said, “Both of my evaluators were very specific about my use of classroom
objectives. The one even worked with me to rephrase my specific classroom objectives to help
connect student learning” (Survey Respondent 57, 2016). Similarly, this survey respondent
explained, “My evaluators do a formal sit down with me before and after the lesson that is being
evaluated. I receive feedback not just from the lesson and the observations that are made, but
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also discuss things that are not evaluated on that day” (Survey Respondent 53, 2016). Another
explained, “I was able to give additional information beyond just the observations that was
considered in my rating and created a clearer picture of my work as an educator” (Survey
Respondent 19, 2016).
Additionally, another survey respondent had a similar experience. “My observer sat down
one-on-one to walk through my evaluation. I was given the chance to ask questions and to
defend my teaching methods when necessary” (Survey Respondent 65, 2016). The increased
communication between teachers and evaluators has also impacted how evaluators give feedback
and suggestions to their teachers. A survey respondent noted, “He [evaluator] is very diligent in
meeting before and after the formal evaluations and is very attentive throughout the year on
things that can fit into Danielson” (Survey Respondent 18, 2016).
During the individual interviews, the participants also noted the improvements with the
new teacher evaluation model regarding consistency and how the process has provided more
professional conversations about specific teacher behaviors and evidence than past evaluation
models. For example, Joe Myers explained how he believes the new model has improved the
overall evaluation process with increased consistency and specific criteria for observing and
evaluating teacher behaviors.
The Danielson Framework has provided some more consistency. I think that it also, more
so than other models I’ve had experience with, has provided a criterion for success for
educators, as well, to truly understand what Excellent does look like…Danielson is
exponentially better…With the Danielson, I’m able to self-reflect and evaluate the
process considerably more accurately and it gives my evaluator more information from
which to pull from in the process…I think probably the well-articulated rubric and clearly
laid out statements within the rubric…I think it also provides a strong framework in
communicating what the next steps for continued growth and success are. (Interview,
May 23, 2016)
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These responses demonstrate how the lines of communication between teachers and
evaluators have been enhanced through the new evaluation process, fitting into this subtheme
about the overall evaluation process with evaluators being improved.

Teachers Know How to Improve their Teaching/Rating

Since the Danielson Framework includes specific criteria for each component and
domain, evaluators are able to document behaviors they observe in the classroom, which can be
helpful for teachers to see and reflect on their behaviors to improve their teaching. This survey
respondent explained, “I was able to see what I said during my lessons and the time lapse
between different activities; these were mentioned to show my rapport with students and how I
manage my time/classroom activities” (Survey Respondent 63, 2016). Similarly, another
respondent explained why she believes the new evaluation process provides more consistency
about specific teacher behaviors and areas for improving her teaching: “The evaluator can
provide specific areas that I can improve in, targeting issues where I showed weakness, but still
provide an opportunity to assess my strengths in others” (Survey Respondent 74, 2016). Since
the evaluators are able to document specific teacher behaviors, they are then able to provide
more detailed feedback to teachers regarding how to improve their teaching rather than just
providing general feedback.
Morgan Smith, who has been evaluated seven different times with Danielson, compared
the Danielson Framework with another model with which she was evaluated. She preferred the
Danielson Framework.
I had one year that I wasn’t on the Danielson Model, and it was just hard to know how
you got the highest ranking. It just wasn’t clear… I like that if used the way the
Framework is intended, it’s a lot less subjective. And I appreciate that as a teacher who is
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trying to improve, and I want to know exactly what a good teacher does. And so I
appreciate that the Framework has the descriptors…There was only one year that I didn’t
use it. Personally, I prefer the Danielson Model…the Danielson Model gave me
something to think about. And it gave me something to work towards. Whereas, the nonDanielson year I was evaluated, it just felt like a guessing game. (Interview, May 9,
2016)
Aaron Burns also preferred the Danielson Framework more than a previous
evaluation tool. He was released from his teaching position in a prior district. He explained
My experience was that I don’t think that I got fairly evaluated, really. I didn’t get the
constructive criticism that maybe I needed. They had to cut people, so then all of a
sudden, ‘Oh, now you’re not doing okay.’ And I was like, ‘Well, I wish you would have
told me that my first or second year there’…It was a lot broader and more general and a
lot more room for subjectivity. (Interview, May 8, 2016)
In his interview, Connor Williams also expressed praise for how the Danielson
Framework includes specific criteria for each component so teachers know exactly what is
expected of them in their teaching. “What I like is that it’s clearly laid out…So, like, if I want to
be labeled as proficient, this is what I have to do” (Interview, May 13, 2016).
Summary of Research Question 1

Three major themes emerged from the survey responses and individual interviews
regarding how the MHSTs described the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation
tool. First, the MHSTs described the Danielson Framework as not correctly representing their
teaching skills because the Framework does not accurately depict the majority of high school
settings and establishes unrealistic expectations for teachers and students. Second, the MHSTs
criticized the amount of time spent collecting data and evidence to include in their summative
evaluations. They felt the time could be better used for other purposes. Finally, the third theme
revealed that the MHSTs see the improved consistency with teacher evaluations due to the
specific criteria in the Danielson Framework for Teaching has been positive.
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Research Question 2
What do MHSTs perceive as the strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson
Framework for Teaching when used as an evaluation tool?

Data collected from both surveys and individual interviews identified what the MHSTs
perceived as strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an
evaluation tool. Essentially, the MHSTs viewed the design of the Danielson Framework (i.e., in
principle) differently than the way it has been implemented in practice. Additionally, the major
themes from Research Question 1 could also be perceived as some of the strengths and weakness
of the Framework to answer Research Question #2. The quantitative survey results are presented
first, followed by the qualitative data from individual interviews.

Quantitative Responses

Regarding the strengths of the Danielson Framework for Teaching, the respondents
focused more on the instrument itself, rather than the overall process, in identifying positive
features about the framework. Seventy-one percent of respondents (n=61) either agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement “I like that the Danielson Framework for Teaching has
specific criteria listed for each element and rating” [Survey Question #12]. Also, almost threequarters of the survey respondents (73%) either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement “I
receive specific feedback from my evaluator about my performance as a teacher” [Survey
Question #8].
While the survey respondents noted they received specific feedback from their
evaluators, only 55% (n=47) answered agree or strongly agree to the statement “The feedback I
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receive from my evaluator is helpful and constructive” [Survey Question #10]. These responses
indicate that while MHSTs may receive specific feedback about their performance in the
classroom, a little more than half of the MHSTs viewed the feedback as helpful and constructive
to their teaching, noting some discrepancy between features of the Framework (i.e., in principle)
and how it is implemented in practice.

Qualitative Responses

The strengths and weaknesses the MHSTs perceived in the Danielson Framework varied.
While some viewed the opportunities for personal reflection as a strength of the Framework,
others viewed the reflection as a weakness. The inconsistent implementation may have impacted
the views of the strengths and weaknesses by MHSTs.
Personal Reflection

One strength noted by three individual interview participants was how the Danielson
Framework requires personal reflection and promotes professional growth. Ryan Harper
explained,
Taking a look at the many components of it, I think it does an outstanding job of breaking
down each component of a teacher. In regards to say, taking a look at your own personal
professional development, you can really gauge yourself of your own professional
development in how you can see yourself as a teacher…I think as teacher, you, you have
to be able to take criticism…and I think it is a great tool to give you that criticism, but
then you have to take that criticism and then it gives you the next step to improve. Let’s
say you are sitting at a Proficient. Then what does that Excellent look like? That’s what I
enjoy. It gives you the next step to bump yourself up (Interview, May 4, 2016).
Morgan Smith shared a similar view:
I think that it is a tool that has a lot of power, because if you use it reflectively, it can
make you a better teacher, regardless of who is doing your evaluation. And so I think that
is an incredibly valuable piece of an evaluation tool because it allows teachers who want

82
to improve to have the framework or that outline to think about teaching in a different
way. And so, I think that reflective teachers are good teachers, and that the Danielson
Model forces you to be reflective. (Interview, May 9, 2016)
Joe Myers also viewed the reflection process as a strength. “With the Danielson, I’m able to selfreflect and evaluate the process considerably more accurate, and it gives my evaluator more
information from which to pull from in the process” (Interview, May 23, 2016).
Artifact Collection
While some viewed the personal reflection component of the Danielson Framework
Teaching as a positive characteristic, other interview participants had mixed feelings regarding
the reflection piece because they felt the Framework was more about collecting evidence, rather
than reflecting on what could help one’s teaching. Sarah Thompson stated,
Why do I have to prove that I’m writing up lesson plans that…when I deliver them, they
do align with the standards. They do address alternative conceptions. They do give
student feedback, all those things. And those are all things that can be observed in the
classroom. (Interview, May 12, 2016)
Sarah Thompson’s response demonstrates her view that the Danielson Framework has
more to do with collecting artifacts and what may be perceived as busy-work rather than
providing an opportunity to personal reflection and growth. Elyse Stewart explained her
experience with the reflection and the inequities of artifact collection.
It’s a double-edged sword. I like that you have to be accountable…I like that other people
have to be accountable, but I think that a lot of it is bull crap because they just say that
they’re just doing stuff that they’re really not. So I’m saying that I’m a good teacher and
doing all the things I need to do on a day-to-day basis, but they say they do all this stuff,
but they really don’t. (Interview, May 19, 2016)
Morgan Smith noted a similar issue with evaluators checking the evidence provided by teachers.
I can put in anything I want and it is not checked. So, I think that has allowed for people
to sort of manipulate the system. It’s pretty easy to tell what the Framework wants, so a
lot of people just type that in, and then there’s no follow through on the part of the
administrator to know if you’re actually doing that or not. (Interview, May 9, 2016)
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Nate Donaldson had a similar experience at his school. “The first year we had Danielson,
I put in 15 different artifacts and we [he and his evaluator] never talked about them, never
touched, never looked at, never put into my summative evaluation” (Interview, May 16, 2016).
Although he had similar experiences with evaluators not examining artifacts, Nate has not been
required to complete the same reflective process other teachers have, which he perceived as a
weakness of how the Danielson Framework for Teaching has been implemented in his school.
He explained,
I think it would be nice to have an area [in the evaluation instrument] where I can reflect,
at least reflect formally, on how the year has been going up to the point of the
observation. Where have the students started? Where have the students come from? You
know…that data piece…There’s not a whole lot of room for me to kind of say my side of
it. (N. Donaldson, Interview, May 16, 2016)

The strengths and weaknesses the MHSTs perceived in the Danielson Framework
demonstrated that some viewed the opportunities for personal reflection as a strength. However,
others viewed the reflection component as a weakness. That is, there were MHSTs who felt the
Framework was more about collecting evidence, rather than reflecting on what could help one’s
teaching. The ways in which the Danielson Framework has been implemented may have
impacted the views of the strengths and weaknesses by MHSTs.

Summary of Research Question 2

In both the survey responses and individual interviews, the participants noted the
strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. The qualitative
responses support the quantitative findings that MHSTs view the specific criteria in the
Framework as positive. The perceived weaknesses of the Framework appear in the
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implementation of the evaluation tool across various districts, as evaluators have been
inconsistent with how it is being used as an evaluation tool.

Research Question 3
Do MHSTs view the Danielson Framework as a valid and reliable tool
for evaluating their teaching?

The MHSTs had mixed responses regarding the validity and reliability of the Danielson
Framework as an evaluation tool. Fifty-two percent (n=45) of respondents answered agree or
strongly agree to the statement “The Danielson Framework for Teaching is a valid measure of
my performance as a teacher.” Twenty-two percent (n=19) neither agreed nor disagreed with the
statement, and the remaining 26% (n=22) did not view the Danielson Framework for Teaching as
a valid and reliable tool to measure one’s performance as a teacher.
While a slight majority (52%) viewed the Danielson Framework as a valid measure of
teacher performance, fewer viewed the Framework as being used fairly in their districts by
evaluators. Only 47% (n=40) answered agree or strongly agree to the statement “I believe that
the Danielson Framework is used fairly by evaluators for evaluating teachers in my school or
district.” Another 23% (n=26) of respondents either answered disagree or strongly disagree to
this statement, with 22% (n=19) remaining neutral on the issue. These responses demonstrate a
slight difference between the instrument itself and how it is being implemented in practice.
However, a Chi-square test that compared the responses between these two questions—whether
or not the Danielson Framework is a valid measure of teacher performance and whether the
Framework is being used fairly by evaluators—found the results were statistically insignificant
in determining any difference.
It could be possible that some factors, such as a respondent’s overall evaluation rating or
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the number of times they were observed by their evaluator, might have influenced whether or not
respondents’ perceived the Danielson Framework for Teaching as a valid and reliable measure of
their teaching performance. However, the linear regression and ANOVA tests demonstrated that
these factors as well as a respondent’s birth year and gender all were statistically insignificant in
influencing their views on the validity and reliability of the Danielson Framework for Teaching
as an evaluation tool. See Appendix I for the results of the linear regression and ANOVA tests.

Qualitative Results

In a follow-up question to Survey Question 6, which stated “The Danielson Framework is
a valid measure of my performance as a teacher,” Survey Question 7 asked participants to
“Please provide an example from your experience with the Danielson Framework for Teaching
to support your opinion” regarding whether they viewed the framework as a valid measure of
their performance as a teacher. The respondents (n=70) to this question provided mostly negative
responses, as 48 responses highlighted reasons why they did not believe the Danielson
Framework for Teaching was a valid or reliable measure of their teaching. Interview participants
also gave negative responses about how they perceived the validity of the Danielson Framework
as an evaluation tool. The issues of subjectivity, lack of feedback, inconsistencies with evaluator
ratings, and concerns with the role of Domain 4 (professional responsibilities) in the evaluation
rating were common themes in the responses.
Not all of the responses regarding the validity of the Danielson Framework for Teaching
were negative, as survey respondents and interview participants gave responses that highlighted
the perceived objectivity of the evaluation tool, helpful feedback received from evaluators,
consistency with evaluator ratings, and positive views of Domain 4.
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Perceptions about the Validity of the Danielson Framework for Teaching

Subjectivity

Regarding the issue of subjectivity and an evaluator’s personal feelings toward a teacher,
one survey respondent said, “It’s way too subjective. This model opens up more subjectivity than
true objectivity” (Survey Respondent 77, 2016). Another noted how the evaluation tool can still
be manipulated by an evaluator to determine an overall rating, “Danielson still can be used to do
what an observer wants as an outcome” (Survey Respondent 3, 2016). Another survey
respondent summarized the issue in this way, “The Framework is a decent outline, but the
validity rests in the hands of the administrator doing the evaluation” (Survey Respondent 40,
2016).
The issue of subjectivity was also highlighted in the individual interviews as well. Ashley
Fisher explained, “Danielson still does not take out the fact that people still input their opinion.
They said that it was supposed to be a way to be completely objective, but subjectivity has found
its way into that model” (Interview, May 23, 2016). Jared Wilson noted:
The biggest issue we have is that I don’t think a lot of administrators separate their
personal opinion of the teacher from the evaluation itself. So for me, I know that I’m
pretty well-liked by both of these administrators, so I know that I didn’t have an issue. I
feel like that really kind of clouded their judgment of what they saw in my classroom.
(Interview, May 11, 2016)
Aaron Burns, who has used the Danielson Framework in his graduate courses and has
completed observations using the evaluation tool, also stated that “you just probably are always
going to have some variance,” but he suggested that to alleviate some of the subjectivity, school
districts could use independent evaluators.
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I think the best thing that could be, would be if you could have independent evaluators
who weren’t working in the school come in and evaluate, because then there’d be no
qualms about anybody having anybody being friends with anybody, or you know,
politics. You take some of that out of it. It could be even more objective. (Interview, May
8, 2016)
Although the Danielson Framework for Teaching includes specific criteria for each of the
elements and components, the MHSTs believed the human element of the evaluation process can
still include some subjectivity by the evaluator. As a result, 31 comments out of 70 total made by
MHSTs (44%) described the subjectivity of evaluators as affecting the validity of the evaluation
tool.
Objectivity

While some survey respondents and interview participants believed the evaluation tool is
subjective, others relayed different views of the Danielson Framework and its perceived
objectivity. In an individual interview, Ryan Harper noted:
It’s very black and white. I realize that it could be based off your evaluators, but, I think
it is very fair…Since it is broken down via a rubric standpoint, you can defend your case
saying ‘Okay, this is what I have done well and this is how I have done well. And so, if
there’s any which case where you think that you need to back yourself up, you have
documentation and it’s very simple to do. (Interview, May 4, 2017)
A survey respondent had a similar response:
I believe the teacher has a stake in his or her evaluation rating. I agree with [the statement
that the Danielson Framework for Teaching is] a valid measure because I can prove what
I have done throughout the year instead of only during visits. (Survey Respondent 48,
2016)
Jennifer Anderson noted in her interview how the Danielson Framework reduces most of the
subjectivity because of the way the evaluation tool is designed.
I think it’s a pretty good way to be objective about your teachers if you’re a principal…It
seems pretty difficult to be subjective. If your principal didn’t like you, I think it would
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be difficult for them just to give you a bad evaluation because they didn’t like you.
(Interview, May 20, 2016)
These interview and survey responses demonstrate that some of the MHSTs believed the
Danielson Framework for Teaching is a valid measure of their performance because of the
objectivity of the evaluation tool, as 13 respondents out of 70 viewed the Danielson Framework
as an objective tool. Their experiences have given them the opportunity to provide evidence for
each evaluation component to help determine their overall evaluation rating, which contributes to
the Framework’s objectivity. As a result, in their view, the subjectivity that other survey and
interview respondents perceived was unsubstantiated.
Lack of Evaluator Feedback

In addition to the perceived problem of subjectivity entering the framework and
evaluation process, the lack of feedback given by evaluators developed as a theme. Both survey
respondents and individual interview participants noted they often received little or vague
feedback about their teaching or how to improve. A lack of feedback can affect the validity of
the evaluation instrument if teachers are not given information and strategies about how to
improve their teaching. The MHSTs may question the validity of the Danielson Framework
because they do not receive specific suggestions as to how to move from one overall rating to
another.
In an interview with Jared Wilson, for example, he noted a lack of clarity with feedback
in his post-observation conference with his evaluator.
I think that I can be a little unclear about what your improvements should be on. So, for
example, one of my evaluators was telling me that ‘You need to be more clear about
transitions, going back to your objectives in your classroom.’ I clearly understand that,
but, I was just confused on how to do that. (Interview, May 11, 2016)
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A similar sentiment about specific feedback was stated by a survey respondent.
For each area that was not rated Excellent, I asked for specific feedback as to how to
improve. My evaluator was unable to give me specific areas for improvement and
mentioned that some of the areas are nearly impossible to receive Excellent ratings as a
high school classroom teacher. (Survey Respondent 36, 2016)
Similarly, another survey respondent answered, “Much of the feedback was on what I
was doing right (which is great)! I would have liked some more on what I could better” (Survey
Respondent 77, 2016). Another survey respondent stated, “I was told that I was so close to
getting a distinguished in Domain 2, but was never given any direction to reach that level”
(Survey Respondent 84, 2016). Morgan Smith shared her experience in an interview, “I have
only gotten very generic feedback that feels almost like it’s pre-typed up and just copied and
pasted in a bunch of different people’s evaluations” (Interview, May 9, 2016). These survey and
interview responses demonstrate how the MHSTs feel about the lack of specific feedback from
their evaluators. The MHSTs seemed to want personalized feedback with explicit instructions for
how to improve their overall evaluation rating.
Some survey respondents and interview participants explained the lack of helpful
feedback was likely due to the evaluator’s unfamiliarity with the content area they were
observing. For example, Elyse Stewart teaches students with severe disabilities, especially those
with deficits in communication, and some of her students use the assistance of communication
devices. Her evaluator did not have an accurate understanding of her content area and, therefore,
was unable to provide helpful and accurate feedback in her evaluation. She explained her
frustrations in an individual interview.
I also was marked down for my questioning. I am bound to the questions that they [the
students] have in their communication devices, which is something that the speech and
language pathologist has put in there and we’ve worked together as a team to put those
words in their communication devices. But, it’s a learning process because if we haven’t
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put those things into their devices or they haven’t initiated those responses yet, there’s no
wording on their communication device. So I was marked down for that, even though I
had quite a variety of different assessments and the way that I assess them is most
appropriate…But, because it wasn’t [the questioning] student initiated—or the way that
my evaluator, she interpreted student-initiated—I got marked down. So I got an overall
rating that was lower than I have ever gotten in 8 years. (Interview, May 19, 2016)
Elyse believed that she received a lower rating in her evaluation because the students
were not initiating questions due to the limitations of their assistive communication devices and a
lack of understanding about the needs of special education students by her evaluator. She
continued,
I don’t like that with special ed., especially with the TMD population, because it is not
going to look like what it looks like in a general ed. classroom. They’re not going to
initiate conversation because that’s part of their disability. But then I’m going to get
marked down and be told I’m not a good teacher because they don’t initiate
conversation? Well, guess what? That’s part of their disability. I don’t think that’s fair to
be marked down because of a student’s disability. (Interview, May 19, 2016)
Elyse’s concerns about her evaluator’s lack of knowledge about special education and
how it translates into her feedback was echoed by a survey respondent. This respondent noted
“None of my administrators taught a performance based class. Their feedback was vague and
ignorant” (Survey Respondent 28, 2016).
Both survey respondents and individual interview participants have had different
experiences with evaluator feedback. While 24 out of 62 participants (39%) have received little
or vague feedback from evaluators, others were given specific areas and strategies for
improvement, which will be discussed next.

Helpful Feedback

As some interview participants and survey respondents felt the feedback they received
from evaluators was insufficient, 38 out of 62 (61%) spoke positively about the feedback they
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received from their evaluators. Nate Donaldson explained in his interview: “I’ve really enjoyed it
[Danielson Framework]. I think it’s been a good switch…I’ve gotten a lot of really great
feedback from it” (Interview, May 16, 2016). Similarly, this survey respondent noted, “I was
given specific examples of how to ask higher-order thinking questions by my evaluator” (Survey
Respondent 12, 2016). Another elaborated, “My admin. told me how to transition between
activities better, so as not to waste so much time between activities. I’ve used the feedback ever
since” (Survey Respondent 47, 2016).
Survey responses also provided positive examples of feedback respondents received from
their evaluators about classroom and teaching strategies. For example, one survey respondent
explained, “My first year teaching, I received feedback regarding classroom management about
circulating around the room in order to aid in classroom management. It helped my teaching
tremendously for the rest of my teaching career” (Survey Respondent 49, 2016). Another survey
respondent provided information from an evaluator about receiving specific feedback and
suggestions for improving teaching: “Both of my evaluators were very specific about my use of
classroom objectives. The one even worked with me to rephrase my specific classroom
objectives to help connect student learning. They were very observant about my behavior within
the classroom” (Survey Respondent 52, 2016). Similarly, another survey respondent had a
positive experience: “My evaluators ask reflective questions that we use to try to come up with a
plan to strengthen the lesson or other general teaching practices.” (Survey Respondent 53, 2016).
Additionally, another survey respondent received specific feedback and suggestions for
improving skills: “I was given specific feedback on ways I could continue to focus on the same
activity, but use a different text to save time” (Survey Respondent 83, 2016).
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In addition to providing feedback about teaching strategies, other survey respondents
noted how their evaluators spent time with them discussing how to improve their ratings on the
evaluation instrument itself. For example, this survey respondent stated, “In order to earn
‘distinguished’ in all four domains, student-centered seems to be the common thread. My
evaluator gave me ideas of how to get students involved with different facts of the classroom like
communication home with parents” (Survey Respondent 82, 2016). Similarly, another identified
feedback about how to improve the overall rating by saying, “My one evaluator in particular
provided me with specific strategies to meet certain standards within the framework. She pointed
to specific key phrases from the framework and linked ideas and strategies to improve my
teaching” (Survey Respondent 51, 2016).

Inconsistencies with Evaluator Ratings

In addition to the varying types of evaluator feedback, survey respondents and
interviewees noted inconsistencies with how evaluators ascribed ratings to teachers. Several
survey respondents explained their experiences regarding how evaluators approached the process
differently. One stated, “I have heard that certain evaluators are easier than others, therefore I
don’t think it’s necessarily a fair system for everyone” (Survey Respondent 6, 2016). Similarly,
another noted, “We have two different people that eval [sic] completely different” (Survey
Respondent 46, 2016). Another explained, “The variance between administrators is quite
alarming” (Survey Respondent 39, 2016).
Despite the evaluator training that all evaluators in Illinois are required to complete, the
MHSTs believed there are different expectations and perceptions of teachers by evaluators. For
example, one survey respondent said, “Every administrator uses it differently and has different
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expectations” (Survey Respondent 27, 2016). Similarly, another said, “Not all administrators
have the same understanding of the framework. So, they see different things within the
classroom and rate differently” (Survey Respondent 14, 2016). Another felt the variance
between evaluators increased the subjectivity of the evaluators by stating, “The ratings are
HIGHLY subjective and varies GREATLY between individual evaluators [sic] (Rating of two
from one evaluator, and rating of 3 by another for the SAME lesson)” (Survey Respondent 23,
2016). These responses all demonstrate how inconsistent evaluation ratings, as perceived by the
MHSTs, by administrators affect the validity of the Danielson Framework.
In his interview Nate Donaldson explained how two different evaluators interpreted the
same data differently regarding his professional development activities and attending graduate
school.
In the two different people who’ve observed me using the model, both times, they’ve left
it with too much room for opinion. Say my department chair would say being in grad
school and doing all these different things and p.d. options, have made me had to be
outside of my classroom and hurt me. Whereas when I got observed by my athletic
director, he would say that the professional development that I’ve done has improved my
teaching. (Interview, May 16, 2016)
Erin Jones expressed her concerns about evaluators being hesitant to give higher ratings
to new teachers.
I think people assume that it’s [an Excellent rating] only something you can give a
teacher, who has been teaching for like 15, 20 years. I know for a fact that people are
very hesitant giving those to people who have only been teaching for a couple of years.
I’ve personally had administrators, even my professors, tell me that they had people tell
them they were not even allowed to give me a 4…They said that if they were to give me
an Excellent, it would make me feel like there’s no room for improvement. (Interview,
May 9, 2016)
The inconsistencies in the ways evaluators give ratings impacted how the MHSTs viewed
the validity and reliability of the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool. The
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differences in implementation by evaluators affected whether the MHSTs perceived the
evaluation tool as valid and reliable.

Consistency with Evaluator Ratings

Although 28 out of the 46 survey respondents and interview participants (61%) felt that
evaluators were inconsistent with the way they designated evaluation ratings, others provided
different views. Eighteen out of 46 survey respondents felt their evaluators gave consistent
ratings or the rating they received was accurate based on their personal views of their abilities as
a teacher. For example, one survey respondent noted, “In my district, evaluators have had
extensive training on the Framework and work hard to test inter-rater reliability” (Survey
Respondent 57, 2016). Similarly, another respondent said, “My evaluators gave me almost
identical feedback, which demonstrates its accuracy and standardization. It seems to me that you
will almost receive the same score, no matter who is evaluating you, for the most part” (Survey
Respondent 52, 2016). Another agreed, “I think the areas that I struggle with the most matched
up on the rubric” (Survey Respondent 12, 2016).
These survey responses indicate that some of the MHSTs experienced consistency in the
ratings they received from evaluators. As a result, their experiences helped to shape their
perceptions that the Danielson Framework is a valid measure of their teaching.

Negative Views of Domain 4

Although no survey or interview questions specifically mentioned Domain 4Professional Responsibilities, survey respondents and interview participants expressed how they
believe this domain affects the validity of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. In the
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interview responses and open-ended survey questions, negative comments about Domain 4 were
mentioned 16 times. Domain 4 of the Framework includes many non-instructional aspects of a
teacher’s job performance, such as attending professional development seminars, maintaining
accurate records, and participating in a professional learning community (Danielson, 2007).
Some respondents felt this aspect of the Danielson Framework inaccurately assessed their
teaching skills. One survey respondent explained, “Domain 4 seems to be a ‘catch-all’ for a
number of things, and in my experience, is not always easily or accurately assessed” (Survey
Respondent 38, 2016). Another survey respondent answered, “For example, to be a 4 you have to
connect to the community, take student teachers, be on task forces, all of which take time away
from the actual teaching” (Survey Respondent 84, 2016), and yet another expressed concern
about how personal responsibilities can impact the ability to participate in after-school projects
and activities.
If I want or need to look for another job, and they see that I “need improvement” with my
school spirit [Domain 4], I might not be seen as a valid candidate. I have two young
children, my husband is only home on the weekends due to work, and I live 25 minutes
away from the school. How is it okay for me or any other teacher in my situation to be
judged in this manner? A lot of teachers who work at this school have students who
attend here, play sports, and live 2 miles away, so yeah, it’s easy for them to show their
school spirit outside the school day. (Survey Respondent 43, 2016)
Similarly, another noted, “It does take into consideration a LOT of factors outside the classroom,
though, and I know that has bothered some teachers that simply don’t have time to commit to
after-school activities” (Survey Respondent 82, 2016).
Arthur Taylor, who uses the Danielson Framework in evaluating teachers within his
department, expressed his concerns about how to accurately measure the elements within
Domain 4.
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It’s really hard to show the professionalism component. You know, I get it, it’s awesome,
but you’re not going to be able to see from just an informal or quick pop-in or one
evaluation for a tenured teacher how they’re being professional. What, am I supposed to
supply some emails where I’m using professional language and email etiquette? I mean, I
get it. Teachers should be professional and professionalism is part of our profession.
Agreed. However, how do you measure that? (Interview, May 10, 2016)
A survey respondent explained how, despite receiving at least “proficient” ratings in all
the categories, he was dismissed from a teaching position because of his relationship with
colleagues, an element of Domain 4.
In my personal experience, despite the fact that I have had many conflicts with a
principal, which resulted in my being released a year before I received tenure, I was
never scored lower than proficient on my evaluations. This was evidence that I was a
competent teacher, and proving that any issues with my performance were strictly a
personality conflict and not a reflection of my ability as an educator. (Survey Respondent
83, 2016)
Some of the MHSTs appeared skeptical of including professional responsibilities, such as
relationships with colleagues and extracurricular involvement, into the overall evaluation rating.
These survey and interview responses indicated that some MHSTs questioned how Domain 4
applied to their overall teaching abilities and whether Domain 4 can affect the validity of the
Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool.

Positive Views of Domain 4

Other survey respondents noted that including Domain 4 in their overall teacher
evaluation rating helped to make the Danielson Framework a more valid evaluation tool. In the
individual interviews and open-ended survey questions, positive comments about Domain 4 were
mentioned eight times. The following survey response indicated a positive view of Domain 4
because it includes more than simply the daily teaching strategies and planning one does. “The
Danielson Model focused on a broad range of teaching skills from pedagogical to social skills
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and classroom demeanor. I like that an observer can see and rate my performance on many
different criteria” (Survey Respondent 64, 2016). Similarly, a survey respondent explained, “The
framework is valid because it encompasses the multiple facets of an educator. It does not just
fixate on instruction, but includes professionalism and your classroom environment” (Survey
Respondent 51, 2016). Another survey respondent explained how Domain 4 captures the holistic
nature of being an educator: “The Danielson Model hits almost all of the major duties and
responsibilities of a teacher” (Survey Respondent 46, 2016). This statement demonstrates how
Domain 4 includes all the facets and duties of being a teacher that were not evaluated under
previous evaluation models.
Perceptions about the inclusion of professional responsibilities in a teacher’s overall
evaluation rating differed among both survey respondents and interview participants. While
some believed Domain 4 should not be weighted as heavily as the other three domains that deal
directly with classroom environment, planning, and instruction, others felt that Domain 4 helps
capture the various duties a teacher performs outside of the classroom.

Summary of Research Question 3

Survey respondents and interview participants both provided feedback regarding whether
they view the framework as a valid measure of their performance as a teacher. While many of the
responses were negative, some provided positive feelings toward the validity of the Danielson
Framework as an evaluation tool. Evaluator subjectivity, a lack of feedback, inconsistencies with
evaluator ratings, and concerns with the role of Domain 4 (professional responsibilities) in the
evaluation rating were highlighted as common themes in negative responses. Those who
identified the Danielson Framework as a valid evaluation tool perceived the increased objectivity
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of the Danielson Framework, helpful feedback, consistent evaluator ratings, and the inclusion of
Domain 4 as evidence of the validity of the evaluation tool. In comparing the positive and
negative views, 31 participants (70%) viewed the Danielson Framework as subjective, while 13
(30%) viewed it as objective. Receiving little or vague feedback from evaluators was mentioned
24 times, while there were 38 mentions of receiving helpful feedback from evaluators. Finally,
the participants noted 28 times that there were inconsistent ratings provided by evaluators, which
was greater than the 18 mentions of consistent ratings given by evaluators.

Research Question 4
How does the experiential knowledge or previous experience a MHST has with the Danielson
Framework for Teaching influence his or her views about teacher evaluation?

The survey responses show that 65% (n=56) of survey respondents did not receive any
training on the Danielson Framework through their teacher preparation programs. The remaining
35% (n=30) did discuss teacher evaluation procedures in their teacher preparation coursework.
The quantitative data also suggested no statistical significance regarding whether an
MHST viewed the Danielson Framework as a valid measure of one’s teaching and if they had
experience with the Danielson Framework in their teacher preparation programs. There was a
negative relationship between respondents answering “No” to whether their teacher preparation
program covered the Danielson Framework (which was coded as 2) and their responses to
Survey Question 6, “The Danielson Framework for Teaching is a valid measure of my
performance as a teacher.” However, using an ANOVA test, the results found there was no
statistically significant relationship between learning about the Danielson Framework in a
teaching preparation program and viewing the Framework as a valid and reliable measure of
teacher performance. This may indicate that learning about the Danielson Framework in a
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teacher preparation program does not influence one’s views about the validity and reliability of
the Framework as an evaluation tool. (see Table 8)
Table 8
ANOVA Test Between Learning about the Danielson Framework in Teacher Preparation
Program and Viewing the Danielson Framework as a Valid Measure of Teaching Performance
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares
Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Df

Mean Square

1.800

1

1.800

90.339
92.140

84
85

1.075

F
1.674

Sig.
.199

There was no statistical significance regarding whether an MHST viewed the Danielson
Framework as a valid measure of one’s teaching and if they had experience with the Danielson
Framework in their teacher preparation programs. The p level is greater than .05 at .199, which
demonstrates the relationship between previous experiences with the Danielson Framework does
not influence one’s views of the validity and reliability of the evaluation tool.

Qualitative Responses

Survey respondents were able to enumerate their experiences with training on the
Danielson Framework. Some survey respondents had extensive training and experience with the
framework, particularly during their student teaching experiences. For example, one survey
respondent stated that he/she “Went over the rubric extensively, [we] were graded by our
supervisor during student teaching using Danielson” (Survey Respondent 79, 2016). Another
answered,
We were evaluated with Danielson starting my junior year of college. The professors
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broke down every domain and made sure to drill our brains with artifacts that should or
shouldn’t be saved. Our supervisors used the model to evaluate our performance in the
field…it was a smooth transition from course work to field work. (Survey Respondent 9,
2016)
Some teacher preparation programs required students to create lesson plans that aligned
to the different domains, as one survey respondent stated, “We previewed the Danielson Model
and were required to make lessons conducive to the standards the model set” (Survey
Respondent 64, 2016).
Other survey respondents noted that while the Danielson Framework may not have been
specifically mentioned, they covered the teacher evaluation process or a similar model. One
survey respondent noted,
The program I attended did not specifically refer to the Danielson Model, but the
domains on which I was evaluated as a student teacher and the binder I had to create as
evidence of my ability, were both very similar to the Danielson Model. (Survey
Respondent 83, 2016)
As the majority of survey respondents did not learn about the Danielson Framework in
their teacher preparation programs, most of their experience and training had come from the
schools in which they taught or through post-graduate work. Further, the ways in which schools
have provided training has been mixed. Joe Myers explained that the training he received in his
school was minimal at the beginning of the implementation of the Framework. “Initially, the
administrators were going through the training, and they were still trying to get a good handle on
it, so there wasn’t much training provided” (Interview, May 23, 2016). Jared Wilson, a first-year
teacher, had no experience with the Danielson Framework in his teacher preparation program
and also had little training on the model once he began his teaching position. “We had one
meeting that all the teachers had to go to if they were on the evaluation schedule, and so it was
just one meeting after school. They kind of handed it to you, but they didn’t really go into length
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about it” (Interview, May 11, 2016). A graduate of public in-state university, Jared also noted
that he has communicated with his fellow graduates about their lack of preparation in their
undergraduate program.
Almost all of us are employed now, and all of us have been talking about our evaluations,
and we do feel like we are very unprepared for what they expect to see, in some regards,
because we never were evaluated on it. It’s one thing to read about it in a textbook and
see some examples, but it’s another thing to be evaluated with it and being supervised
with it during the student teaching process would have been a lot better. (Interview, May
11, 2016)
Another first-year teacher, Jennifer Anderson, also had no training on the Danielson
Framework in her teacher preparation program at a private in-state university. She explained it in
this way,
Teacher evaluation wasn’t brought up a lot, if at all…As far as Danielson being
mentioned, I had heard of it, but didn’t know what it was. And then when I started
student teaching and had to go to some workshops…they talked about Danielson, but it
was not very well covered in my undergraduate experience. (Interview, May 20, 2016)
While both Jared and Jennifer had limited experience with the Danielson Framework in
their teacher preparation programs, they both had mostly positive views of the evaluation model.
Jared stated, “I really like it because I think it’s really encompassing of what a teacher does in a
day. You know, I think that it doesn’t just look at instruction. I like that it looks at professional
qualities, too” (Interview, May 11, 2016). Jennifer shared similar feelings:
I think it’s easy for me to see what they’re going to evaluate and adapt my classroom to
it. There are things I should already be doing as a teacher, but it’s nice to have that
framework there just to say ‘Okay, what am I doing about classroom environment? Am I
hitting all these points? And am I hitting all these points in my planning and in my
instruction? So, it’s a nice checklist to see about am I doing the best I can as a teacher.
(Interview, May 20, 2016)
In contrast to Jared and Jennifer’s experiences, Erin Jones and Connor Williams are also
first-year teachers who both had received extensive training with the Framework in their teacher
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preparation programs. Erin graduated from a private in-state university and was evaluated with
the model every few weeks during her student teaching experience. She had received little
training, however, in her current teaching position. She explained the extent of her training as
“They go over it in our orientation, like we get observed every year if we’re not tenured”
(Interview, May 9, 2016). Connor Williams had a similar experience with extensive training in
his undergraduate program with limited training where he teaches. He elaborated on his
experience:
We had no training on it whatsoever. And the only reason I was familiar with it is
because I student taught in the district and my evaluator used the same model and did
some training with us. But, if I had not already used the model or student taught in a
district that used Danielson, I would have not been very familiar and then kind of would
have had to struggle getting my bearings because my evaluation was six weeks after
school started. (Interview, May 13, 2016)
Connor’s experience at a large, public in-state university was much different.
First semester of our final year, we really went over the four domains. We did projects
with each domain and how do you do well on it. And then we did this long project where
we connected it to edTPA and how it fell along with Danielson. And then we took it even
further in our student teaching, were all our evaluations and observations were with using
the Danielson Model. We had pre- and post-conferences, and they gave us a rating using
Danielson. And then that kind of helped me prepare for this year because we didn’t do
anything related to Danielson. (Interview, May 13, 2016)
While both Erin and Connor experienced the Danielson Framework in their
undergraduate experiences, they differed in their overall views of the evaluation tool. Erin had an
overall positive view of the Danielson Framework.
I really like that…there’s a lot of room to add your personal comments, and it’s very
personalized…I like there’s how there’s the range from 1 to 4, so I think it gives people a
better opportunity to know exactly where they’re at…I think it gives a really good picture
of what you’re doing and how you can make improvements. It’s very specific. (Interview,
May 9, 2016)
Connor’s views on the Danielson Framework were more mixed.
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I would say I’m indifferent (about the Danielson Framework for Teaching). The reason I
say indifferent is because I understand that they need a tool to evaluate their employees
on…and all of my evaluations, for the most part, I’ve either ranked proficient or
distinguished; however, the reason I’m a little hesitant is because I think the evaluations
are very skewed in how they’re done…I know what my boss likes and I know what my
principal likes, so I make sure I put that in the lesson, even if I’ve never even done those
things any other time…Then at the end of it all, I have some time to pull together all the
good things I’ve done throughout the year. So I feel like it’s not really a good base of
whether I’m a good teacher or not, but if I have to have a tool, it’s not bad because I’ve
been doing well at it. (Interview, May 13, 2016)
Ryan Harper, a second-year teacher, received extensive training through his teacher
preparation program at a public in-state university, as well as through his professional
development in the Illinois Agriculture Education Association. Additionally, he had mostly only
positive remarks about the Danielson Framework. “Overall, I thoroughly enjoy it. Taking a look
at the many components of it, I think it does an outstanding job of breaking down each
component of a teacher” (Interview, May 4, 2016). He was exclusively evaluated with the
Danielson Framework during his undergraduate experience. He noted,
I knew exactly what the Danielson Model was and how it was being utilized and how it
was being developed. In addition to that, Illinois Agriculture Education has actually
developed a professional binder that contains the Danielson Model…then it allows you to
stick supporting documents into that. What I really enjoy about this is that I can walk in
with my administrator with my binder…I take my binder to my meetings with my
administrator and we sit down and we talk and there’s no reason I shouldn’t have an
Excellent because of the fact that I have all this supporting documentation. (Interview,
May 4, 2016)
Arthur Taylor and Aaron Burns both had no training during their teacher preparation
program regarding the Danielson Framework, but they have since taken graduate courses and
completed the training modules to become certified teacher evaluators. In his role as math
department chair, Arthur evaluates his colleagues using the model and likes the specific criteria
listed in the Framework, but he had some reservations about the possible subjectivity that can
happen if the tool is not used with fidelity. Arthur explained:
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My department and I have conversations about…where’s the evidence for this and you’re
between and Danielson says where you’re supposed to go. But, I think that prior to the
Danielson Model…I don’t think it was that dissimilar. I just think it is a little more
concrete now and a little more clear...I also think it’s still kind of subjective. I can write
down whatever I want, right? So if a kid throws something and I don’t write it down, then
their classroom management looks great. But if I’m writing every little thing every kid in
their classroom does, then their classroom management can look kind of poor. (Interview,
May 10, 2016)
Aaron shared similar sentiments:
I like that it has pretty specific points, and it does a pretty good job of explaining what
they look like and what you would need to do to move from a 2 to 3 or 3 to 4 or whatever
you want to do. And I like that it’s pretty detailed…There’s not too much room
for…subjectivity. I mean there’s always going to be some. I think it cuts out a lot of it.
(Interview, May 8, 2016)
Since the Danielson Framework has only been widespread throughout the state of Illinois
for the past four years, those who received training in their teacher preparation programs had
mostly recent graduated within the last couple years. However, even those who graduated in
2015 did not necessarily receive training, as evidenced by Jennifer Anderson and Jared Wilson’s
experiences.
Additionally, training on the Danielson Framework is not consistent throughout the
various teacher preparation programs in Illinois. Jennifer attended a private, in-state university
and Jared graduated from a public, in-state university. Erin graduated from a private, in-state
university, and Connor and Ryan both graduated from in-state, public universities and received
extensive training on the Danielson Framework for Teaching and the evaluation process.

Summary of Research Question 4

In regard to the perception of the Danielson Framework and the amount of training or
prior experience one has, the results appear to conclude that the previous experience one has with
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the Danielson Framework does not influence his or her views of the Framework as an evaluation
tool. The quantitative survey data indicated there was no statistical significance regarding
whether a MHST viewed the Danielson Framework as a valid measure of one’s teaching and if
they had experience with the Danielson Framework in their teacher preparation programs. An
ANOVA test found no significant relationship between learning about the Danielson Framework
for Teaching in a teaching preparation program and viewing the Framework as a valid and
reliable measure of teacher performance. The qualitative data also demonstrated that the
interview participants varied in their experiences with the training they received in their teacher
preparation programs and did not influence their views of the Danielson Framework as an
evaluation tool.

Research Question 5
How do MHSTs perceive previous generations’ views about the Danielson Framework for
Teaching as being similar to or different from their own views?

Roughly half (51%, n=44) of the MHSTs perceived their veteran colleagues who have
taught 15 years or more as viewing the Danielson Framework differently than they do [Survey
Question #15]. Thirty-five percent of respondents (n=30) were neutral on the issue, while 13%
of respondents (n=11) either answered disagree or strongly disagree that their veteran colleagues
view the Danielson Framework differently than they do.

Qualitative Data

The individual interview findings parallel the results from the survey question about how
the MHSTs perceived their veteran colleagues’ views on the Danielson Framework for Teaching.
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Only one participant believed her colleagues viewed the new model favorably. Others have
experienced their colleagues’ negative views, while many displayed mixed perceptions.
Positive View

Jennifer Anderson was the only individual interview participant who believed her veteran
colleagues viewed the Danielson Framework for Teaching positively; however, she was hesitant
in her response. She explained,
I’m sure most of them have been evaluated under it for their whole career. I don’t really
know…I think it’s just, they have a more settled way of teaching and it’s probably based
on the Danielson Model more so than my teaching, and it’s probably just because I don’t
have as much experience with it as they do. (Interview, May 20, 2016)
Her response indicated that she did not have as much experience talking with her colleagues
about the Danielson Framework or background information about how long the new evaluation
system has been in place in the State of Illinois. In her interview, she viewed the Danielson
Framework positively. She perceived her veteran colleagues as having similar views to her own.

Negative Views

Other interview participants (n=4) perceived their veteran colleagues had negative views
due to several factors, such as increasing accountability measures, changing their teaching styles,
and receiving overall lower ratings. Elyse Stewart explained how her colleagues view the new
teacher evaluation model in this way, “I’d say negative. I’d say they think of it as just another
hoop to go through” (Interview, May 19, 2016). Morgan Smith shared a similar sentiment:
I know in my school that they do not view it positively. We’ve had a lot of meetings as a
faculty or staff, and there’s just been a lot of concerns and complaints voiced. And they
are definitely being voiced by older teachers. The thing that comes up over and over
again in our school from the more veteran teachers is this is just ‘one more thing.’ This is
just the new thing, and it’s going to go away, and it’s going to be replaced by something
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else...they think it’s just a new fad. I don’t know if they don’t see value in it, but I don’t
think that they consider it will be around long enough to see the value. (Interview, May 9,
2016)
Sarah Thompson, who is leaving K-12 teaching primarily due to her experiences with the
Danielson Framework, explained that the new evaluation method has driven some of her more
veteran colleagues into early retirement. “We have two teachers that have taken early retirement
this year and another one that is taking early retirement in two years,” she explained (Interview,
May 12, 2016). Sarah continued,
They’re getting out of teaching. They don’t want to do it anymore…the two have already
retired and have nothing positive to say about it, and they look at my work and they think
that I was crazy. And you know, they did a lot of work, too, as veteran teachers. And then
the third one who’s closest to retiring, she’s going to take the absolute earliest date that
she can to retire, which is in 3 years. (Interview, May 12, 2016)
Aaron Burns also believes his veteran colleagues have negative views of the Danielson
Framework, but he thinks it has more to do with the inclusion of four ratings instead of the
previous systems that had three.
I think they view it more negatively than I do, overall. I think they see it as a way for
administration to ‘get them.’ Now, I don’t think all veteran teachers feel that way, but
overall I think they view it more negatively than I do. I think it’s because, you know,
everybody wants to be an Excellent teacher and I think it becomes more difficult to
become Excellent and it sort of spells out what you need to do to get an Excellent and,
uh, I think the more you teach—well the more you do anything—probably the more set in
your ways you tend to get and the less receptive to feedback you become…They’ve been
doing it for a long time, and they think they’re good at it. And, they don’t want to be told
that they need to work on, well, anything really. (Interview, May 8, 2016)

The interview participants who believed their veteran colleagues held negative views had
different reasons for their viewpoints. Aaron Burns and Morgan Smith viewed the Danielson
Framework positively, which they viewed as being different from their veteran colleagues. Sarah
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Thompson and Elyse Stewart, however, both viewed the Danielson Framework negatively,
which is similar to how they perceived their colleagues felt about the Danielson Framework.
Ambivalence

The majority of interview participants (i.e., 8 out of 13) believed their veteran colleagues
were ambivalent towards the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. For example, Connor
Williams explained that the veteran teachers in his district have not expressed their views much
either positively or negatively.
I haven’t heard really any positive or negative, kind of indifferent. It depends on who you
talk to. Some people are like, ‘Yeah, this is easy.’ And these are the expert, veteran
teachers who do these things all the time, so to them, it’s no give deal. And then you have
some other veteran teachers who are doing the bare minimum, but their work ethic isn’t
being really brought into question. (Interview, May 13, 2016)
Ryan Harper noted a similar experience with mixed views from his colleagues.
So taking a look at my colleagues, they would view it as, sure, a little shook up at first,
but ‘Okay, we need to change this evaluation system. This is how we always have been
evaluated this way. Why is it now we have to learn an entirely new evaluation system?’
(Interview, May 4, 2016)
He further explained that after the initial implementation of a new evaluation system, veteran
colleagues could adapt to the new evaluation model by reflecting on their own practice and
professional growth. In his opinion, veteran teachers are able to demonstrate their strengths and
improve their teaching because of the new evaluation model.
I realize that you can have somebody in your room that might think differently, but you
can look clearly at the rubric and say ‘Okay, am I truly doing this in my classroom, and if
not, what can I do to increase the relevance and the rigor? And how do I improve myself
professionally? And develop myself professionally? And do I instruct? And how do I
plan? All of those many different components that go into the Danielson Model…I can
definitely see that there would be a struggle because you have to transition from one
evaluation system to another. (Interview, May 4, 2016)
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Ashley Fisher also noted that while some of her veteran colleagues had negative views,
there were also those with more positive remarks about the Danielson Framework.
For some of them [veteran teachers], it might be bad. But, honestly, if you’re a good
teacher and you do what you’re supposed to be doing, because it’s really what we should
be doing anyway, I don’t see why Danielson would pose a problem. It’s pretty much
everything you already do in your classroom. So, I don’t know what type of reservations
they would have, unless, they aren’t teaching. (Interview, May 23, 2016)
Joe Myers and Erin Jones both believed that their veteran colleagues’ views on the
Danielson Framework depended on their willingness to adapt and improve in their profession.
Joe noted:
I think maybe it’s about a 50/50. I think those who are still longing to become better
teachers and have a strong willingness to learn and grow, mostly view it is a positive
thing. I think those who are on the backend, and you know, vocally aren’t going to
change what they’re doing—and what they’re doing is good enough—but they’re not
going to make many changes, they’re going to have a view that is a bit more negative,
because Danielson is a more rigorous evaluation process and a bit more time-intensive
than the traditional evaluation process has been. (Interview, May 23, 2016)
Erin Jones shared her views about how veteran teachers may need to adapt to the new system.
I think some of them are willing to adapt and are very easy-going and roll with the
punches. But, I feel there on the other hand, there are some teachers that have been doing
the same thing for the past 15, 20 years. So, when they’re evaluated with this model, you
know, it is a little bit more classroom environment and involving more students. I feel in
a way, it could go against some of the things they were even taught when they went to
school. It’s like if you started teaching 15 years ago and now you’re trying to adapt to
Common Core. (Interview, May 9, 2016)
Nate Donaldson has had conversations with his more veteran colleagues about the
Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. While the more experienced teachers like the
streamlined process of the new evaluation model, he said they feel that it falls short in some
regards.
They don’t feel like Danielson quantifies all that they do, especially outside the 48
minutes that an observer is in their room. They feel like there’s so much more to being a
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teacher than just the four domains. So, they almost wish there was more. (Interview, May
16, 2016)
Nate also noted that his more experienced colleagues are skeptical of what they perceive
as another trend or fad in education that will come and go, which is a sentiment that both Jared
Wilson and Arthur Thompson mentioned in their interviews. Jared explained, “Well, one of my
colleagues has been there about 22 years, and she said this [the Danielson Framework] is
probably the sixth model they’ve used for teacher evaluation. And, it’s an adjustment for a lot of
them” (Interview, May 11, 2016). He also noted how the Danielson Framework can affect how a
veteran teacher approaches instruction.
A lot of them are used to being kind of the boss of the classroom and being in control and
they’re the ones directing instruction. You know, you’re going to lecture for 45 minutes
and you’re going to model everything. And so they’re used to that more direct
instruction, so I think for them, it’s definitely a mind-shift…So, I think for the older
teachers, it was a lot more difficult to adapt to that because they weren’t just used to the
students being in control. They weren’t used to writing the objectives on the board and
the students being the ones guiding each other. It’s a very different mindset. (J. Wilson,
interview, May 11, 2016)
As a department chair, Arthur has had conversations with his colleagues about the new
evaluation model and their concerns. Like Jared, he also found that many veteran teachers
believed the Danielson Framework is another phase in education that will likely be phased out.
He shared his experiences with discussing the Danielson Framework with his fellow department
chairs.
I would say that just in the bits and pieces that I’ve heard…you know someone who’s
been teaching for 15 or more years…they either think two things: One, either they hate it.
Or, two, they think, ‘Put the other stuff in the cabinet because you’re going to have to get
it out again in a few years.’ It’s very cyclical, and I’ve definitely heard those things. (A.
Thompson, interview, May 10, 2016)
The interview participants who believed their veteran colleagues had mixed views about
the Danielson Framework differed in their reasons why. While some believed their views were
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dependent on their willingness to adapt their teaching styles and improve as an educator, other
believed their skepticism was due to the cyclical nature of reforms in education. If a veteran
teacher believes the Danielson Framework does not have longevity as an evaluation tool, they
are more likely to view it negatively.

Summary of Research Question 5

While roughly half (51%, n=44) of the MHSTs believed their veteran colleagues viewed
the Danielson Framework differently than they do, 35% of respondents (N=30) were neutral on
the issue. The interview responses indicated one participant believed her veteran colleagues had
a positive view of the new evaluation tool, which was similar to her own views. Another four
participants perceived their veteran colleagues as having negative views, with two of the
participants having similar views with their colleagues and two having different views from
veteran teachers. The remaining eight interview participants thought their colleagues were
ambivalent about the Danielson Framework. Of the 8 participants who believed their veteran
colleagues were ambivalent about the Danielson Framework, 7 had mostly positive views of the
Danielson Framework, while one (Connor Williams) was indifferent.

Conclusion

In this chapter, quantitative and qualitative findings were presented as related to the five
research questions. The first research question, which examined the themes the MHSTs used to
describe their experiences with the Danielson Framework for Teaching, provided the perception
that it is difficult to obtain the highest evaluation rating, mixed views on providing evidence and
artifacts in the evaluation process, and mostly positive views on the increased consistency of
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evaluations and the specific criteria used in the Danielson Framework for Teaching.
To answer the second research question as to what the MHSTs view as the strengths and
weaknesses of the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool, the survey
respondents liked that they receive specific feedback, but they noted that the feedback they
receive is not always helpful or constructive. The qualitative responses support the quantitative
findings that MHSTs view the specific criteria in the Framework as positive. The perceived
weaknesses of the Framework appear in the implementation of the evaluation tool across various
districts, as evaluators have been inconsistent with how it is being used as an evaluation tool.
The third research question asked whether the MHSTs viewed the Danielson Framework
as a valid and reliable tool for evaluating their teaching. Quantitative data suggested roughly half
(52%) believed it is a valid measure. A similar proportion (47%) believed it is used fairly in their
schools. Qualitatively, survey respondents and interview participants noted the subjectivity of
evaluators, a lack of feedback, inconsistent ratings among evaluators, and perceptions of Domain
4 as evidence that the Danielson Framework is not used fairly or reliably in schools.
The fourth research question asked whether prior experiences with the Danielson
Framework affected an MHST’s perception. The quantitative results found that 65% of
respondents had no training in their undergraduate teacher preparation programs, and there was
no statistical significance that having training in their undergraduate program affected a survey
respondent’s views of whether the Danielson Framework is a valid measure of one’s teaching.
The final research question asked how the MHSTs perceived different generations’ views
of the Danielson Framework. The quantitative results indicated that roughly half (51%) believed
veteran teachers view the Danielson Framework differently than the MHSTs do. Those findings
were highlighted in the qualitative results, as most of the survey respondents believed their
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veteran colleagues have a more negative view of the Danielson Framework, which was different
from their own views.
In the next chapter, the findings are discussed, implications for practice are presented,
and recommendations for future research are suggested.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

This chapter presents the five research questions that guided this mixed-methods study
and a discussion of how the quantitative and qualitative findings support, refute, or add to the
findings in the existing body of research, as well as how the findings relate to the framework of
Strauss and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory. The conclusions drawn from this discussion
can add to the body of existing research and expand opportunities for future studies, which are
discussed later in the chapter. Finally, the limitations and implications of the study are presented,
followed by a conclusion.

Discussion of Findings

Although much research has been done about the characteristics (Black, 2010), historical
contexts (Borges et al., 2010), learning preferences (Chang, 2011; Wisniewski, 2010), and work
habits of Millennials (Zemke et al., 1999), there was limited research concerning their views on
evaluating teachers (Coggshall et al., 2011; Coggshall et al., 2009), specifically using the
Danielson Framework. By exploring the views the MHSTs had regarding the Danielson
Framework as an evaluation tool, the results of this study demonstrated how these teachers view
the new process. The findings will be discussed to address the five

research questions.

Validity of Strauss and Howe’s Generational Theory

The theoretical framework—Strauss and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory—was used
for this study. This lens framed the context of the research questions, data collection, and data
analysis. The framework of Generational Theory helped to put into perspective the various
experiences of the survey respondents and interview participants within the setting of Strauss and
Howe’s work. One purpose of this study was to test the validity of Generational Theory and to
examine the consistencies and inconsistencies between the findings and features of Generational
Theory.
While some of the results from this study indicated that the MHSTs shared some similar
experiences and views regarding the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool, Strauss and
Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory was not supported by all the data. For example, the
socioeconomic, racial, and cultural context the participants experienced was not discussed in this
study. Although the participants were all a part of the same generational cohort, they may not
have had similar educational or life experiences. Additionally, the 21-year span (1982-2003)
Strauss and Howe devised for the Millennial cohort is also problematic when considering
Generational Theory and similar educational experiences. For instance, due to the rapid pace of
technological changes, such as increased internet and personal computer use, a Millennial born
between 1982 and 1987 likely had a different experience with the limited use of computers and
internet in their education than a Millennial born in the late 1990s, who would have had more
access to this technology. Later Millennials may have had an educational experience that is more
similar to the current educational context that includes more technology. Although they were not
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included as participants in this study, Millennials born in the late 1990s would have more
experience with policies enacted through NCLB, such as increased standardized testing and more
rigorous standards. Therefore, later Millennials could have a different perspective about
increased standards and including student test scores in their evaluations. It might benefit future
researchers to divide the Millennial Generation into two separate groups—those born before
1992 and those born after—to better study this cohort. Although this disrupts Strauss and
Howe’s theory of generations lasting 20 to 22 years, one could argue that the rapid pace of
technological and communication changes (i.e., widespread internet use) that took place during
the 1990s and early 2000s had an extraordinary impact on the experiences of later Millennials. A
Millennial born in the late 1990s or early 2000s would have no memory of life before the
widespread use of the internet, which likely affected their educational experiences. They may be
more comfortable using technology as a research or learning tool, having used it as a primary
method to research information during their lifetime. This difference may influence their views
about the role of technology in the classroom, as well as how they perceive the inclusion of
technology as a component in the Danielson Framework. See Table 9.
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Table 9
Consistencies and Inconsistencies of Generational Theory and Findings from the Study
Characteristics of
Generational Theory

Findings from the Study

Strauss and Howe (1991)
contend that Millennials have
shared educational experiences
that can shape their views as a
generation (i.e., rubrics,
increased accountability).
Wilson and Gerber (2008)
found that Millennials were
raised in increasingly
competitive environments and
want to perform at the highest
level possible.
Borges et al. (2010) found
Millennials have a higher
desire for achievement than
members of Generation X.

MHSTs liked the improved
consistency of the Danielson
Framework with the inclusion
of a rubric with specific
learning objectives.

Twenge (2014) found
Millennials expect to receive
high job performance ratings.

MHSTs noted that it is more
difficult to achieve the highest
evaluation rating with the
Danielson Framework, which
they viewed as a negative
aspect of the Framework.
MHSTs noted that it is more
difficult to achieve the highest
evaluation rating with the
Danielson Framework, which
they viewed as a negative
aspect of the Framework.
MHSTs noted that it is more
difficult to achieve the highest
evaluation rating with the
Danielson Framework, which
they viewed as a negative
aspect of the Framework;
however, Twenge’s rationale
counters Strauss and Howe’s
for why Millennials feel this
way (1991).

Consistent or
Inconsistent
with
Generational
Theory
Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent;
however, no other
generations were
compared to
Millennials in this
regard

Table continued on next page
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Table cont. from previous page
Characteristics of
Generational Theory
Strauss and Howe (1991)
found that members of a
particular generation (i.e.,
Millennials) share similar
views.

Strauss and Howe (1991) posit
Millennials have shared
educational experiences that
can shape their views as a
generation (i.e., rubrics,
increased accountability).

Findings from the Study
MHSTs differed in their views
regarding the validity and
reliability of the Danielson
Framework, whether the
Framework was used fairly in
their schools, and views on
collecting evidence.
The inconsistent
implementation of the
Danielson Framework in
Illinois could have shaped the
views of MHSTs, not their
generational experiences.

Consistent or
Inconsistent
with
Generational
Theory
Inconsistent

Inconsistent

Black (2010) states that
Millennials are demanding
consumers who have high
expectations.

Only 1 participant (Ashley
Fisher) noted that she sought to
receive a higher evaluation
rating when she felt her rating
was too low.

Inconsistent

Coggshall et al. (2011) and
Coggshall et al. (2009) found
that Millennials question the
fidelity of the ways in which
teacher evaluations are
conducted.

In this study, there were
participants (n=11) who felt
the evaluation process was
used with fidelity.

Inconsistent

The findings in this study indicated that the differing views Millennials had regarding the
validity of the Danielson Framework and how fairly it is being implemented in their schools
demonstrate that, as a cohort, Millennials do not necessarily share similar views. For example,
MHSTs had different views about whether the Danielson Framework is a valid measure of their
teaching. MHSTs also differed in their perception of collecting and documenting evidence as
part of the Danielson Framework and how they viewed the importance of the inclusion of
Domain 4 in their evaluations. Being born to a particular generation may not play as significant a
role in one’s views or experiences as Strauss and Howe (1991) posited, as the MHSTs did not
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have a monolithic view about the Danielson Framework. The views MHSTs have about the
Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool may simply be due to the fact that they are
experiencing this evaluation phenomenon as this given point in time, and have nothing to do with
their ascribed generation. As a result, their Generational Theory did not endure this research
context. In order to fully test the validity of this theory, there needs to be a comparison between
the views of multiple generations (i.e., Millennials, Generation X, and Baby Boomers) about the
subject of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool.

Research Question 1
What are the common themes MHSTs employ when describing their experiences with the
Danielson Framework for Teaching?

The first research question examined the themes MHSTs used to describe their personal
experiences with the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. One trend that was mentioned
multiple times was the difficulty in achieving the highest evaluation rating with the Danielson
Framework. In both the open-ended survey responses and some interviews the participants
explained their frustrations with fewer people receiving the highest rating of Excellent or
Distinguished under the new evaluation system. Some of their reasons were that the Danielson
Framework relies heavily on student behaviors, such as initiating discussion questions and
helping to manage student behavior and the classroom environment (Danielson, 2007).
One possible explanation for this perception could be the short amount of time high
school teachers spend with their students in the single 45- to 50-minute class period each day. It
may be difficult for some teachers to know their students well enough to implement some of the
strategies required to achieve the highest rating in the evaluation tool. Additionally, some
respondents noted that they were evaluated during the first quarter of the school year, which may
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not be enough time to establish the collaborative, student-centered culture the Danielson
Framework for Teaching suggests is the optimal classroom environment.
These findings are consistent with Twenge’s (2014) research that, as a generational
cohort, Millennials expect to receive high job performance ratings and positive feedback for their
work. Survey and interview responses indicated the MHSTs wanted to achieve the highest
evaluation rating and were critical of the increased difficulty in achieving that rating. This
finding, however, may not be connected to generational theory, as there were no responses from
teachers of other generations. This theme is also supported by Wilson and Gerber’s (2008)
findings that since Millennials were raised in an increasingly competitive educational
environment, many feel pressured to perform at the highest level possible and may become
frustrated when they do not receive the highest evaluation rating. Borges et al. (2010) found
similar results about Millennials in their study of medical students. The Millennials scored higher
on a personality test regarding the desire for achievement than their Generation X counterparts
(Borges et al.). These studies demonstrate why the MHSTs may be frustrated with the inclusion
of four evaluation ratings and the increased difficulty to achieve the highest evaluation rating of
Excellent or Distinguished.
Another theme that developed from this study was how the MHSTs described their
experiences with collecting evidence for their evaluations. While some school districts purchased
online portfolio databases for evidence collection and required teachers to collect artifacts, others
have not required much, if any, documentation by teachers. For example, Sarah Thompson’s
principal in rural western Illinois required her to align each lesson plan to different elements and
components of the Danielson Framework for Teaching, while Jessica Anderson’s principal at a
small rural school in northern Illinois did not require her to keep a portfolio or provide any
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evidence for her evaluation. Some school districts have focused more on the task of collecting
evidence, while others have used the Framework for personal reflection by teachers.
There appears to be discrepancies between how schools have implemented and
interpreted the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. While it is reasonable for different
interpretations to exist among the hundreds of school districts in Illinois and various school
settings, there is evidence of the unreliability of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool.
Even in similar school settings, Sarah and Jessica had very different experiences regarding what
was expected of them by their principals. The different interpretations by evaluators can impact
the reliability and validity of the evaluation instrument.
Another theme that developed from the study was that MHSTs liked the improved
consistency to the evaluation process brought by the Danielson Framework, as compared to
previous evaluation models. This finding was supported by Coggshall et al. (2011) and
Coggshall et al. (2009), who found that the MHSTs desired evaluations that provide frequent,
specific, and detailed feedback. This finding is also consistent with Strauss and Howe’s (1991)
Generational Theory that the experiences Millennials have had in their own education, including
the increased use of rubrics and specific learning standards over the past 30 years, have shaped
their views regarding teacher evaluations. This finding, however, may not be caused by
Generational Theory, as there were no data collected from other generations by which to
compare. As students, Millennials were products of school reforms that included comprehensive
learning standards and rubrics to assess learning targets (Howe & Strauss, 2000). These
experiences, therefore, could have influenced their views surrounding specific, detailed feedback
and expectations for teacher behaviors, as they view the specificity of the Danielson Framework
as positive.
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Research Question 2
What do MHSTs perceive as the strengths and weaknesses of the Danielson Framework for
Teaching when used as an evaluation tool?

The quantitative findings demonstrated that MHSTs viewed the specific criteria for each
element and rating as one of the major strengths of the Danielson Framework, which parallels the
findings for Research Question 1 and is also supported by the research of Coggshall et al. (2011)
and Coggshall et al. (2009). While other quantitative data illustrated that almost three-quarters of
the survey respondents (73%) either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement “I receive
specific feedback from my evaluator about my performance as a teacher” [Survey Question #8],
only 55% (n=47) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement “The feedback I receive from my
evaluator is helpful and constructive” [Survey Question #10]. These responses indicate
disconnect between features of the framework and how it is implemented in practice.
The majority of the MHSTs may have viewed the specific components of the rubric and
structure of the Danielson Framework positively; however, in practice, they were more critical of
the types of feedback they had received by their evaluators. Black’s (2010) research about
Millennials wanting frequent and detailed feedback from evaluators supported this finding, as
did Chang’s (2011) research that Millennials prefer immediate feedback from evaluators, often
in the form of electronic communication. The work of Zemke et al. (1999) regarding the work
habits of Millennials also supported these results, as Zemke et al. found Millennials want to
know explicit, detailed criteria related to their job expectations and performance. These results
are also similar to the findings of Borges et al. (2010), who found that Millennial college
students expect professors to clearly specify goals and learning outcomes in their learning
assessments and syllabi, which is similar to the process of undergoing an evaluation.
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The findings regarding the evaluation instrument and feedback demonstrate disconnect
between how MHSTs view the instrument itself and the human element of evaluating teachers. A
possible reason for limited feedback from evaluators could be due to time constraints in the
evaluation process. This is particularly true in small rural schools in which one person completes
all of the teacher evaluations, which can limit how detailed and constructive the feedback is from
the evaluator to the teacher. As school leaders have more responsibilities with fewer resources,
they may spend less quality time completing evaluations. As MHSTs desire frequent, detailed
feedback from their evaluators, this could negatively influence their views on the Danielson
Framework as an evaluation tool. For example, this survey respondent stated “I feel like it takes
my observer so much time to go through this process as well as all of his other duties for his
position. The feedback was there, but it wasn’t consistently thorough” (Survey Respondent 4,
2016). Another explained “During informal observations, I rarely get feedback” (Survey
Respondent 34, 2016).
One feature of the Danielson Framework that was perceived as both a strength and a
weakness by the MHSTs was the inclusion of evidence by individual teachers. Some survey
respondents and interview participants viewed it as a strength, as they were able to prove their
case for meeting each component of the Framework. For example, Joe Myers explained: “With
the Danielson, I’m able to self-reflect and evaluate the process considerably more accurate, and it
gives my evaluator more information from which to pull from in the process” (Interview, May
23, 2016). This finding is supported by Black (2010), who found that Millennials are demanding
consumers and have expectations for immediate customer service, which can translate to how
they view the teacher evaluation process. If they do not feel they received the rating they believe
they deserved, they may seek the opportunity to demonstrate their perceptions of their teaching
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performance and demand the issue be resolved. For instance, Ashley Fisher received an
evaluation rating that she believed was inaccurate. She independently sought information about
the Danielson Framework in order to remedy the situation. Ashley explained:
I started learning more and more about it [the Danielson Framework for Teaching] when
I received a bad evaluation, because I said, ‘I need to go and do some research on this
real quick because there’s no way I’m a bad teacher…I went to the administration and
showed them what I had for evidence to show I should have gotten a better score.
(Interview, May 23, 2016)
However, not all the MHSTs in this study felt this way. Sarah Thompson mentioned in
her interview her displeasure with collecting evidence: “Why do I have to prove that I’m writing
up lesson plans that…when I deliver them, they do align with the standards” (Interview, May 12,
2016). As a result, the findings in this study counter Black’s assertion that Millennials share this
common trait, which also contradicts the premise of Generational Theory. Black may be
overestimating the shared characteristics of Millennials.
While some participants viewed evidence collection as a strength, others viewed it as a
major weakness of the Danielson Framework. One possible explanation for this finding could be
that some teachers perceived documenting and collecting evidence as time not well spent.
Teachers who have taught for several years may question the need to demonstrate their teaching
habits if they have received Excellent evaluation ratings in the past, while first- and second-year
teachers may not have the extra time to document evidence in addition to all the other demands
placed on new teachers. As this survey respondent and second-year teacher noted about the time
spent collecting evidence
It’s going to make good teachers quit or waste a ton of time, making them stressed. Good
teachers are already detail oriented…it will be hard for them to lose so much time that
should be used for lesson planning, providing feedback, etc…” (Survey Respondent 9,
2016)
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Additionally, some participants noted that their evaluators did not look at provided
evidence, therefore making the time spent documenting their teaching abilities futile. This survey
respondent explained “My evaluator told me that he did not read the evidence I entered into the
framework” (Survey Respondent 82, 2016). The research of Coggshall et al. (2011) and
Coggshall et al. (2009) supports this notion that Millennial teachers question the fidelity by
which teacher evaluations are conducted by evaluators However, not all of the MHSTs who
participated in this study felt this way (n=11), which counters some of the claims made by
Coggshall et al. and Strauss and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory.

Research Question 3
Do MHSTs view the Danielson Framework as a valid and reliable tool for
evaluating their teaching?

The mixed responses MHSTs had regarding the validity and reliability of the Danielson
Framework as an evaluation tool demonstrated disconnect between the evaluation instrument
itself and how it is being implemented in practice. Although roughly half (52%) viewed the
Danielson Framework as a valid measure of teacher performance, others viewed the framework
as being used fairly in their districts by evaluators. Only 47% (n=40) answered agree or strongly
agree to the statement “I believe that the Danielson Framework for Teaching is used fairly by
evaluators for evaluating teachers in my school or district.” Another 23% (n=26) of respondents
either answered disagree or strongly disagree to this statement, with 22% (n=19) remaining
neutral on the issue. The issue of subjectivity by evaluators was mentioned by both survey
respondents and interview participants. The issue of inconsistent ratings among evaluators
highlighted the perception by the MHSTs that the human element of evaluating teachers is
complicated. For example, this survey respondent noted “I believe that anyone can see
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something that they want to see. If they [evaluators] like you, your evaluations will go well. If
they do not, they can find things to downgrade you” (Survey Respondent 68, 2016). Another
explained “I think Danielson comes down to whether or not the evaluator likes the person they
are evaluating. It is easy to stress one element over another or to what extent something was done
for the intention of firing or remediating” (Survey Respondent 78, 2016).
These findings also supported the work of Milanowski et al. (2015), who found that
principals and assistant principals lacked confidence in their ability to define the different rating
levels for teachers, determine a rating level, and have conversations with teachers about the
evaluation process. The data show that evaluators may not be using the Danielson Framework
consistently or objectively as an evaluation instrument.
While some participants did not believe the Danielson Framework was being used fairly
in their districts, others believed the instrument was being used objectively by evaluators. These
participants noted the ability to include evidence and document specific teaching behaviors as
reasons why the instrument is more objective than previous evaluation models. Interestingly, the
evaluation rating survey respondents received did not influence their response to whether or not
they believed the Danielson Framework was a valid and reliable measurement of their teaching,
as explained by the ANOVA test in Chapter 4. It appears that even if a respondent received an
excellent evaluation rating, he/she may still question the validity of the instrument. This finding
adds a new element to the body of research about teachers and evaluations. Even if a teacher
received the highest evaluation rating, he/she may still believe it is an invalid instrument to
evaluate teachers.
Although Domain 4 (Professional Responsibilities) of the Danielson Framework was not
explicitly mentioned in the survey or interview questions, participants gave both positive and
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negative views for the inclusion of this category in their overall evaluation rating. It appeared
that some participants appreciated that their professional habits and time spent outside the
classroom were now documented and measured in their evaluation. This finding is supported by
Heyde (2013) and Milanowski et al. (2015), who found teachers in Illinois wanted an evaluation
instrument that captured more authentic components of their teaching practices outside the
classroom. Other participants disliked the inclusion of Domain 4 in their evaluations and
questioned how it relates to their teaching. A common theme mentioned by critics of Domain 4
was that it requires time that may take away from teaching responsibilities, such as serving on a
task force, supervising a student teacher, and attending after-school events. As one survey
respondent stated, family responsibilities do not allow her to stay late and attend sporting events,
which was noted in her evaluation (Survey Respondent 43, 2016). .
The different viewpoints by the MHSTs demonstrate how the Danielson Framework is
being interpreted and implemented inconsistently in various school districts, which extends past
findings by Milanowski et al. (2015) that schools across Illinois have received varied information
and training about the new evaluation process. That is, schools have differed in their approach to
train teachers about the evaluation process, how frequently evaluators are informally observing
teachers, how the evaluation instrument and elements are being interpreted by evaluators, and
how ratings are being decided by evaluators. Although the shift to more uniform evaluation
procedures and required training by evaluators was supposed to bring more consistency to the
evaluation process, it appears there are still different interpretations of the rating categories and
what is required of teachers. These findings illustrate that the intent by policymakers to create a
more objective, consistent evaluation process has not fully been realized.
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Research Question 4
How does the experiential knowledge or previous experience a MHST has with the Danielson
Framework for Teaching influence his or her views about teacher evaluation?

The results related to experiential knowledge and prior experience with the Danielson
Framework for Teaching indicated that the majority of survey respondents (65%, n=56) did not
receive any training on the Danielson Framework through their teacher preparation programs.
The survey data also demonstrated no significant relationship between respondents who did not
receive any training on the Danielson Framework in their teacher preparation program and their
responses to Survey Item 6: “The Danielson Framework for Teaching is a valid measure of my
performance as a teacher.” There was no statistical significance between learning about the
Danielson Framework in a teacher preparation program and viewing the Framework as a valid
and reliable measure of teacher performance. The results appear to conclude that the previous
experience one has with the Danielson Framework does not influence his or her views of the
Framework as an evaluation tool.
The results from this research question also indicated that the amount of training related
to teacher evaluation across teacher preparation programs varies greatly across programs. For
example, two interview participants graduated from the same university and had two different
experiences with the Danielson Framework during their undergraduate training. Sarah Thompson
received no training in her subject area, biology, while Ryan Harper, an agricultural sciences
teacher, received extensive background information on the Danielson Framework and was
evaluated during his student teaching with the instrument. Sarah had very negative views of the
Framework and is leaving the teaching profession due her experiences with the evaluation
process. Ryan had mostly all positive remarks and comments related to the Danielson
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Framework. In this particular instance, the more background information one had, the more
positively he/she viewed the Danielson Framework; however, it may also be due to how the
evaluation framework is being implemented in their particular schools and by their school
administrators and have nothing to do with their background information. While teacher
preparation programs throughout the State have already shifted to include the edTPA (Illinois
State University, 2013), which includes similar features of the Danielson Framework, into their
curriculum, teacher preparation programs have inconsistently implemented the Danielson
Framework in their programming. The results from this research question add to the body of
research regarding how teacher preparation programs within a university differ in whether they
include information about the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool.
The results also indicated that some participants who did not have any training in their
teacher preparation programs still viewed the Danielson Framework as a valid and reliable
evaluation instrument. For instance, Jared Wilson and Jennifer Anderson were both first-year
teachers who had no training or experience with the Danielson Framework in their undergraduate
programs; however, they both had mostly positive remarks and views of the evaluation tool.
Their positive views may be related to how the Framework is being applied in their particular
schools.
Another trend related to perceptions of the evaluation tool and prior experience stemmed
from participants taking graduate courses. In their interviews, Aaron Burns, Arthur Taylor, and
Joe Myers all drew on their experiences with the Danielson Framework in the context of those
who have used the instrument as a means to evaluate other teachers. Interestingly, they all had
mostly positive reviews of the Danielson Framework. Their views may be influenced from their
experiences with the Framework in practice as the person observing and evaluating rather than
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the person who is being evaluated. Their perceptions of the Danielson Framework may have less
to do with Generational Theory, and more to do with the context in which they have experienced
it as an evaluation tool. These findings add to the current body of research that completing
training or coursework in evaluating teachers can have a positive influence on one’s views
regarding the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool.
The qualitative survey and interview responses also indicated inconsistencies with how
in-service teachers were provided training on the Danielson Framework across the state. This
finding supported the work of Milanowski et al. (2015) regarding Illinois school districts
receiving information about new evaluation procedures. Although Milanowski et al. found that
teachers in all five districts they researched had received information from at least one source on
the changes to the teacher evaluation process, it appears that not all school districts approached
training their teachers and providing them information in the same way as they transitioned to
the new evaluation process. For example, some of Milanowski et al.’s survey respondents noted
they had no training on the new evaluation process, while others received several in-service
trainings before the Danielson Framework was implemented in their schools.
Finally, the positive views MHSTs have regarding the Danielson Framework appear to
have little to do with the amount of background knowledge or training they have received in their
teacher preparation programs or schools. The teachers may have more positive views simply
because they have no experience with other evaluation models and have no point of comparison.
They may also have more positive views of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool
because they desire frequent feedback from their evaluators, which supports the research
findings of Chang (2011). The findings in this study also demonstrated that some MHSTs view
frequent feedback from their evaluators positively and see it as a strength of the Danielson
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Framework, as 55% (n-47) of survey respondents mentioned that they viewed the feedback from
their evaluators as helpful and constructive.

Research Question 5
How do MHSTs perceive previous generations’ views about the Danielson Framework for
Teaching as being similar to or different from their own views?

A slight majority (51%, n=44) of MHSTs perceived their veteran colleagues who have
taught 15 years or more as viewing the Danielson Framework differently than they did [Survey
Question #15]. Thirty-five percent of respondents (n=30) were neutral on the issue, while 13%
of respondents (n=11) either answered disagree or strongly disagree. In the individual
interviews, the responses were also mixed. One outlying opinion was by Jennifer Anderson, who
did not appear to have much background knowledge on how the evaluation process has changed
in Illinois over the past few years. She responded, “I’m sure most of them [veteran teachers]
have just completely adapted their classrooms to it, since I’m sure most of them have been
evaluated under it for their whole career” (J. Anderson, interview, May 20, 2016). Her belief that
veteran teachers view the Danielson Framework positively may be due to her lack of background
knowledge about changes to the teacher evaluation process over the past few years. Jennifer did
have a mostly positive view of the Danielson Framework and viewed her perceptions as similar
to her more veteran colleagues.
The interview participants who believed their veteran colleagues had mostly negative
views of the new evaluation tool felt it was due to the shift from a three-tiered rating system to a
four-tiered one. As a result, it may be difficult for teachers who had received the highest
evaluation rating for several years and are now marked as proficient to perceive the Danielson
Framework positively. As Aaron Burns stated, “They’ve been doing it for a long time, and they
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think they’re good at it. And, they don’t want to be told that they need to work on anything
really” (A. Burns, interview, May 8, 2016). These findings demonstrate that veteran teachers
may question the validity of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool, as they had
previously received the highest evaluation rating and have seen their evaluation rating decline
with the new framework.
The majority (62%, n=8) of the interview participants believed their veteran colleagues
were ambivalent towards the Danielson Framework. They mostly explained that it was due to the
individual teacher’s approach to the new evaluation process, which is similar to how many of the
participants viewed the Danielson Framework. If veteran teachers are willing to adapt their
teaching styles, they will be more likely to view the Danielson Framework positively. If they are
unwilling to change, they may view it more negatively, as their overall evaluation rating will
likely be affected. Additionally, a veteran teacher may view the Danielson Framework with
skepticism, as they have already experienced many changes in their career. They may simply
think the new evaluation tool will be gone in a few years and replaced with something different.
These findings show that the majority of the MHSTs perceived their veteran colleagues as being
ambivalent towards the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool. MHSTs see some of their
veteran colleagues as being adaptive to change, while others may be less likely to change their
teaching styles. These results seem to reject the existing body of research surrounding different
generations in the workplace and their differing perceptions of each other, as there were
variations about the perceptions of the Danielson Framework within each generational cohort
(Abrams & Frank, 2014; Alsop, 2008; Zemke et al., 1999).
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Strengths and Limitations of Study

One major strength of this research study was the mixed-methods design. By employing
both quantitative and qualitative data collection strategies to answer the research questions, this
mixed-methods approach, according to Creswell (2015), is advantageous. The purely
quantitative features of the survey instrument would not have adequately investigated personal
stories and experiences, and having only qualitative interviews would not have always allowed
results to be generalized from a small group to a larger population.
Another strength of the study was the diverse school settings represented in the survey
instrument. If the survey was only completed by teachers in one particular region of the state or
similar school population sizes, the survey results would not have adequately represented the
diversity of school districts throughout the State of Illinois. Additionally, the diverse
backgrounds and teaching experiences of the interview participants helped to provide depth to
the data collection and analysis.
One significant limitation to this study was the sample size of 86 survey respondents.
According to a FOIA request response via email from the Illinois State Board of Education, there
are 16,870 teachers between the ages of 22 and 34 in public high schools in the state (See
Appendix B). By using Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) table for selecting sample sizes, the
approximate number of desired participants would have been 375. As a result, the 86 survey
respondents represented only .5% of the overall teaching population in the State of Illinois and
only 23% of the desired number of participants; therefore, the results are not generalizable to the
larger population. Part of the low responses rate from school districts may have been due to the
fact the emails requests were sent during the last month of school, which is a busy time of the
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school year. Building principals may have not read the email, forgot about responding, or had the
email sent to their spam email folder.
The final limitation of this study was the self-reporting by the survey respondents. The
validity of the data was dependent on how honest the participants were in their responses
(Mertens, 2015). If the respondents were not truthful, it may have impacted the validity of the
data.
Implications for Practice

The findings of this study provide insight for in-service educators, school administrators,
teacher preparation programs, and policymakers. The following sections provide implications,
including both contributions and recommendations, based on the findings of this study.
In-Service Educators

The findings from this study indicated that some MHSTs had positive views of the
Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool, while others had more negative views. MHSTs
viewed the rubric-like structure of the Framework positively and preferred the more detailed
components. However, some MHSTs were skeptical of the validity of the Danielson Framework
and believed an evaluator’s subjectivity was still included in the evaluation process. The
participants noted the inconsistent ratings assigned by evaluators and suggested the personal
feelings about individual teachers held by evaluators were reasons why the MHSTs were
uncertain about the validity of the evaluation instrument.
The MHSTs also liked receiving frequent feedback from their evaluators during the
evaluation process. While some survey respondents and interview participants found the
feedback helpful and constructive, others believed the feedback was generic and ineffective for
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improving their teaching and overall evaluation rating. One recommendation for in-service
teachers is to ask for specific suggestions from their evaluators regarding how to improve their
teaching skills. In-service teachers can initiate the dialogue and foster open communication
between themselves and their evaluator during the evaluation process. For example, in the preconference stage, teachers can highlight areas they believe they can improve and ask their
evaluator to note those particular components of the Danielson Framework during the informal
and formal observations. During the post-conference, evaluators can provide specific feedback,
suggestions, and strategies to help the teachers improve and develop professionally. By opening
the lines of communication early in the evaluation process, teachers and evaluators can engage in
honest conversations about areas of strength and opportunities for growth with each individual
teacher.

School Administrators

School administrators and evaluators play an integral part of the evaluation process. The
results from this study indicated that the MHSTs want to know what habits and teaching
strategies a teacher should possess who is rated Excellent based on the Danielson Framework.
The MHSTs want authentic professional learning experiences to help them improve and reach
the highest evaluation rating. For example, Ashley Fisher noted in her interview: “If you’re [the
evaluator] marking me down on classroom management, then let me see what another teacher
with a similar classroom is doing better so I can see what I need to do” (Interview, May 23,
2016). Additionally, this survey respondent stated: “I think one way it [the evaluation process]
could be improved is let people see what a 4 [Excellent rating] actually looks like” (Survey
Respondent 3, 2016). School administrators can help foster this professional learning by creating
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opportunities for teachers to observe others and de-privatize their practice by sharing what
strategies work well for them. To make the experience more authentic, school administrators
should have teachers with similar classes or levels of students mentor each other. For example,
teachers in the same content area or who teach similar levels of students (i.e. college preparatory
classes, co-taught classes, introductory classes) could have professional learning time available
to observe teachers who have strengths in areas other teachers need to improve. Substitute
teachers could be available so that teachers are not required to lose their preparation time. To
offset the costs of this mentoring program, schools could apply for grants or use Title I funds, if
applicable. Since the findings indicated that teachers wanted professional learning opportunities
to observe other teachers, the costs associated with this endeavor could come from Title I grant
monies, as there would need to be some source of revenue to pay for substitute teachers.
This study also found that school districts across the state of Illinois are implementing
and interpreting the Danielson Framework differently. While some school districts require
teachers to submit artifacts and evidence online or maintain a professional portfolio, others do
not collect any evidence from teachers. The MHSTs were somewhat critical of the online
evidence submission process, its functionality, and whether evaluators examined what they had
submitted. A possible recommendation is to encourage—not require—teachers to keep their own
evidence for their evaluations. Instead of purchasing software programs for the entire school or
district to use, individual teachers can maintain their own records either electronically or in a
traditional binder. Teachers who want to document how they have met the various components
of the Danielson Framework will likely be motivated to collect their own evidence. Those
teachers who choose to not document evidence will see the natural consequences of their
decisions and will likely choose to collect evidence in future evaluation cycles. This is cost-
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effective, gives autonomy to teachers, and empowers them to self-reflect on their own practice.
These recommendations are applicable to all teachers, regardless of which generation into which
they were born. Documenting evidence connects to the findings where participants discussed
submitting artifacts, which is a requirement for all teachers. As Ryan Harper explained: “There’s
a check and balance in place so that you can always prove your case by providing evidence”
(Interview, May 4, 2016).
In addition to the varied interpretations of how evidence should be collected and
documented by teachers, how school administrators are interpreting Domain 4 of the Danielson
Framework seems to differ across the state. While some administrators focus more on the record
keeping and professional learning aspects of Domain 4 in how they evaluate teachers, others
evaluate teachers based on their attendance at sporting events and whether they advise a club or
coach a sport. While professional learning and contributions to the field are components of being
part of a professional learning community, one could question the importance of how regularly
attending sporting events translates to being an excellent teacher. Also each teacher has personal
responsibilities outside the classroom that may prohibit attendance at such events. For instance,
teachers who are enrolled in graduate programs to further their education and improve their
teaching may be unable to attend school events beyond the school day. Graduate classes are
more likely to contribute to a teacher’s role in a professional learning community than attending
a sporting event or concert at the school. Additionally, family commitments may also prohibit a
teacher’s ability to attend school events. These factors should be considered when examining the
components of Domain 4 in the evaluation process. These recommendations are applicable to all
teachers and are not specific to Millennials. Participants discussed professional learning aspects
of Domain 4, therefore, this recommendation is for administrators to reflect on this domain’s
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purpose and how it is utilized as part of the teacher evaluation process.
One recommendation is for administrators to consider each teacher individually when
evaluating this domain as well as not placing as much emphasis on extra-curricular activities.
School districts can adapt the Danielson Framework to meet the individual needs of their
schools. For example, the researcher’s school district eliminated the component in Domain 4 that
action research be completed by the teacher because the joint committee of teachers and
administrators believed it was impractical and not as important as other facets of teaching. As
outlined in PERA (2010), schools are required to have a joint committee comprised of both
teachers’ union representatives and school administrators to develop the evaluation instrument.
School administrators and a committee of teachers should periodically revisit their evaluation
tools and reconsider what they believe is truly important in their particular school setting. This
process can help streamline evaluations for administrators and help diffuse some of the
complaints made by the MHSTs.

Policymakers

The aspects of the Danielson Framework that were viewed positively by some teachers
(i.e., specific details of teacher behaviors, improved evaluation process) should be welcomed by
policymakers; however, there were some suggestions for improvement from the interview
participants as well. Jared Wilson commented, “I think it is a tool that makes sense…it can help
you grow and…it is a tool that can help you make your classroom more student-centered and
really push you” (Interview, May 11, 2016). Morgan Smith also spoke positively about the
evaluation tool stating, “It is a tool that has a lot of power…it can make you a better teacher,
regardless of who is doing your evaluation…The Danielson Model forces you to be reflective”
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(Interview, May 9, 2016). These positive remarks demonstrate to policymakers that Millennials,
who will serve in the roles of school leaders in the future, have generally positive views of the
Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool.
As Millennials move into administrative and policymaking positions over the next
decade, their mostly positive views about the Danielson Framework could influence future
decision about evaluating teachers and accountability. With Millennials comprising 40% of the
electorate in 2020, they will replace the Baby Boom generation as the most populous generation
in the United States (Center for American Progress, 2009). Therefore, they may influence future
policy decisions with their greater numbers and participation in leadership roles.
A possible recommendation for policymakers is to require that school administrators and
certified evaluators receive updated training every few years to maintain their credentials to
evaluate teachers to help maintain consistency, validity, and reliability in the evaluation process.
As part of his graduate work, Nate Donaldson completed the evaluator training modules. He
detailed his experiences with the evaluator training as being “confusing” and noted his
colleagues described the training as “frustrating” (Interview, May 16, 2016). He and his
colleagues were critical of the ways in which the online training videos were presented. Nate
explained, “There just needs to be a better type of training…a more consistent way to have the
trainings” (Interview, May 16, 2016). Policymakers may have an opportunity to update
legislation that can require additional training to reflect recent changes in learning standards and
assessments.
Another recommendation for policymakers is to continue to allow flexibility by school
districts related to student growth assessment data. During the 2016-2017 school year, all school
districts are required to include student growth data in their teachers’ overall summative
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evaluation ratings (Milanowski et al., 2015). Currently, school districts are allowed to choose
what types of assessments they will include for the student growth component, which allows for
teachers and schools to have flexibility in how they address student growth. It is recommended
that policymakers do not require all schools to use the same assessment to measure student
growth. The findings of this study indicated that if policymakers require all schools to use the
same assessment, there will likely be a strong pushback from teachers and school administrators.
Although the findings in this study indicate there are some inconsistencies with how the
Danielson Framework as a whole is implemented throughout the state, using the same
standardized test or assessment for all schools is problematic. To maintain some autonomy by
teachers and to garner buy-in from the teachers, policymakers should continue to allow school
districts and teachers to select which assessments they will use for their evaluation. Aaron Burns
explained in his interview: “I hope that they [the State of Illinois] never, ever specify that it has
to be a certain test that’s going to be used to show student growth. That would be terrible”
(Interview, May 8, 2016). A survey respondent noted his/her concerns about the future of
assessments: “My pay/future work could be tied to my rating from assessments” (Survey
Respondent 79, 2016). As teachers and school administrators become accustomed to using
student growth data in their evaluations, policymakers should not make any drastic changes to
the evaluation process.
Teacher Preparation Programs

The findings from this research study indicated that teacher preparation programs differ
in the amount of training they provide teachers regarding use of the Danielson Framework as an
evaluation tool. One recommendation for teacher preparation programs is to provide pre-service
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teachers with information about the evaluation process that includes collecting evidence and
reflecting on one’s teaching practice. While the edTPA process is similar in many ways to the
Danielson Framework, explicit instruction on the Danielson Framework and how the evaluation
process works would be helpful for pre-service teachers. Even though there was no relationship
between learning about the Danielson Framework in a teacher preparation program and one’s
views about it, providing pre-service teachers with information about the evaluation process
seems to be a practical piece of information teachers should know as they begin their careers. For
example, in Connor Williams’ program at a large, public in-state university, he was required to
complete assignments and projects related to both processes. “We connected it [Danielson
Framework] to edTPA and how it fell along with Danielson…In our student teaching, all our
evaluations and observations were with using the Danielson Model…that helped prepare me for
this first year” (Interview, May 13, 2016). While Erin Jones also completed the edTPA process,
she felt receiving training on the Danielson Framework in her teacher preparation program was
more effective. She explained “I would say that preparing for Danielson in my teacher prep
program was a lot more effective than preparing for the edTPA” (Interview, May 9, 2016). Since
edTPA is required by accredited programs in Illinois, university professors and supervisors can
use the opportunity to make connections to the evaluation process teachers will experience.

Suggestions for Future Research

In soliciting survey responses from MHSTs throughout the State of Illinois, 152 people
attempted to take the survey; however, only those born between the years 1982 and 2003 were
eligible to complete it. As a result, 66 people who did not fall into that age group wanted to give
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their opinions regarding the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool but were unable to take
the survey. Future research should focus on examining the views of members of the Baby Boom
generation and Generation X rather than only Millennials. Additionally, research could be
completed to compare the three generational cohorts with each other to see if there are any
differences in their perceptions. Conducting a research study that would compare the views of
multiple generations could provide a better opportunity to fully test the validity of Strauss and
Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory. A comparison between groups would give more data to
better support, or refute, their theory.
Another research possibility is to investigate whether the ratings given by evaluators have
changed since the implementation of the new rating system and the Danielson Framework.
McGuinn’s (2015) research found that 95% of teachers received either Effective or Highly
Effective summative ratings in five states during the 2013-2014 school year; it would be
interesting to find out if the new evaluation process has had any impact on overall evaluation
ratings in Illinois. A quantitative analysis of evaluation ratings given by evaluators could shed
light on whether or not the shift from three to four rating categories has had an impact on teacher
evaluation ratings.
With a student growth component being included in evaluations during the 2016-2017
school year, it would be worthwhile to investigate in a few years how the inclusion of student
growth data has influenced teachers’ views of the Danielson Framework as an evaluation tool, or
if the inclusion of student growth data has affected the overall summative ratings of teachers.
The student growth feature is the last piece of the PERA legislation to be implemented. It may
influence some teachers’ views to see the overall evaluation process more positively or
negatively. Exploring the views of teachers from different generations (i.e., Baby Boomers,
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Generation X, and Millennials) could offer an opportunity to better test the validity of Strauss
and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory by looking at views across generations to see if they are
similar or different.
Finally, researching the unintended consequences of PERA as a piece of educational
policy would be worthwhile. Examining PERA’s impact on enrollment in teacher preparation
programs, as well as the teaching profession as whole (i.e. turnover, morale, etc.) would provide
some insight into how the policy has affected education in Illinois. Conducting this research
using the lens of Strauss and Howe’s (1991) Generational Theory could provide another
opportunity to examine how valid it is by comparing the views of members across multiple
generations and how they view the implementation of PERA across Illinois.

Conclusion

As school districts and policymakers continue to look at how to improve the teacher
evaluation process, the Danielson Framework appears to be an effective way to evaluate
teachers, as perceived by MHSTs. As more Millennials move into the teaching profession, it is
important to understand their views on educational policies, particularly teacher evaluation
procedures, as they continue to develop into the school leaders and policymakers heading these
changes. MHSTs view the rubric and framework itself positively, but are critical of the
evaluation process and question whether or not it is being used fairly in their schools and
districts. Their misgivings about the Danielson Framework for Teaching appear to be with the
human component of evaluating teachers rather than the evaluation instrument itself.
The evaluation process is necessary and important as a part of a teacher’s professional
learning and growth. When the process is done by evaluators who received the proper training
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and resources necessary to use Danielson Framework with fidelity, the experience can be very
powerful for teachers who wish to improve their craft and better teach their students. Evaluators
should not simply give the highest ratings to appease faculty members and avoid potentially
difficult conversations with teachers who are not meeting standards. Likewise, evaluators should
not use the Danielson Framework as a punitive instrument where no teachers achieve the highest
rating in their school. If teachers—especially MHSTs—believe they will never achieve the
highest rating, they may become disillusioned and leave the profession, at a time when Baby
Boomers are retiring from teaching, which could leave a shortage of teachers. Further, MHSTs
should also be realistic about their job performance. It is reasonable to expect that it should be
difficult to receive an excellent rating during the first few years of teaching, as the learning curve
is so great during this time. MHSTs should be resilient and patient during their first few years in
the profession and continue to learn and work hard at improving their teaching skills.
Some teacher preparation programs have provided their pre-service teachers with
authentic learning experiences related to the Danielson Framework and the evaluation process,
while other programs have not included it in their curriculum. In particular, all Illinois
programs—public, private, and non-traditional—need to include the Danielson Framework as an
evaluation tool in their capstone class for pre-service teachers. Since the stakes are high for
teacher evaluations and their influence in seniority rankings as they relate to reductions in force
(RIFs), new teachers need to know about the process and how to prepare for evaluations and
evidence collection techniques.
Finally, policymakers should continue to examine the teacher evaluation process, its
impact on student learning, and the extent to which PERA has impacted the overall evaluation
process in the State of Illinois. As they did during PERA negotiations, they should continue to
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include teachers’ union representatives and those “in the trenches” when drafting legislation and
considering major changes to the educational system. After a few years of the inclusion of
student growth in evaluation ratings, PERA may need to be re-evaluated, as well as the
Danielson Framework. One constant in education has always been change; the way we evaluate
teachers may continue to change, too.
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DOMAIN 1: Planning and Preparation
1a Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy • Content and the structure of
the discipline • Prerequisite relationships • Content-related pedagogy
1b Demonstrating Knowledge of Students • Child and adolescent development •
Learning process • Special needs • Students’ skills, knowledge, and language proficiency •
Students’ interests and cultural heritage
1c Setting Instructional Outcomes • Value, sequence, and alignment • Clarity • Balance •
Suitability for diverse learners
1d Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources • For classroom use • To extend content
knowledge and pedagogy • Resources for students
1e Designing Coherent Instruction • Learning activities • Instructional materials and
resources • Instructional groups • Lesson and unit structure
1f Designing Student Assessments • Congruence with instructional outcomes • Criteria
and standards • Design of formative assessments • Use for planning
DOMAIN 2: The Classroom Environment
2a Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport • Teacher interaction with
students, including both words and actions • Student interaction with students, including both
words and actions
2b Establishing a Culture for Learning • Importance of content and of learning •
Expectations for learning and achievement • Student pride in work
2c Managing Classroom Procedures • Instructional groups • Transitions • Materials and
supplies • Performance of classroom routines • Supervision of volunteers and
paraprofessionals
2d Managing Student Behavior • Expectations • Monitoring student behavior • Response
to student misbehavior
2e Organizing Physical Space • Safety and accessibility • Arrangement of furniture and
use of physical resources
DOMAIN 3: Instruction
3a Communicating With Students • Expectations for learning • Directions for activities •
Explanations of content • Use of oral and written language
3b Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques • Quality of questions/prompts •
Discussion techniques • Student participation
3c Engaging Students in Learning • Activities and assignments • Grouping of students •
Instructional materials and resources • Structure and pacing
3d Using Assessment in Instruction • Assessment criteria • Monitoring of student
learning • Feedback to students • Student self-assessment and monitoring of progress
3e Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness • Lesson adjustment • Response to
students • Persistence
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DOMAIN 4: Professional Responsibilities
4a Reflecting on Teaching • Accuracy • Use in future teaching
4b Maintaining Accurate Records • Student completion of assignments •
Noninstructional records
4c Communicating with Families
Student progress in learning
Information about the instructional program • Information about individual students
Engagement of families in the instructional program
4d Participating in a Professional Community • Relationships with colleagues •
Participation in school and district projects • Involvement in culture of professional inquiry
• Service to the school
4e Growing and Developing Professionally • Enhancement of content knowledge and
pedagogical skill • Receptivity to feedback from colleagues • Service to the profession
4f Showing Professionalism • Integrity/ethical conduct • Service to students • Advocacy •
Decision-making • Compliance with school and district regulation. (Danielson Group, 2013)
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June 6, 2016

[emailed to amy.sipovic@gmail.com]

Amy Sipovic
1038 Catherine St.
Ottawa, IL 61350

Dear Ms. Sipovic:
This letter is in response to your request for information under the Illinois Freedom of
Information Act. Your request was received on May 27, 2016.
You have requested the number of licensed public high school teachers in the State of Illinois
who are between the ages of 22 and 34 years old in the year 2016.
Response:
•

16,870 educators hold a valid Secondary Education Primary endorsement (SECE).

If you have questions, please contact Megan Griffin at (217) 782-4648 or mgriffin@isbe.net.
Sincerely,

Kimberly Stevens
Deputy General Counsel- Program Support
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Dear Principal:
The purpose of this email is to inform you that I would like to invite Millennial teachers
who are between the ages of 22 and 34 at your high school to participate in an online survey
about the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool. This survey is being done in
connection with my dissertation at Northern Illinois University. The online survey will give
teachers the opportunity to report their views about teacher evaluation procedures and if they
received any information about the Danielson Framework for Teaching in their teacher
preparation programs. Additionally, any survey participant may agree to participate in an
individual interview at a later time to further discuss the Danielson Framework for Teaching as
an evaluation tool. The individual interviews will last between 30-60 minutes and may be
conducted in person or by phone.
Participation is voluntary and answers will be confidential. No one will be identified in
the summarized data in the dissertation. Data will not be disaggregated by school or by county.
I would be most appreciative it if you would allow this research to be conducted at your
school, and once you have given your consent to me via email, I will email you a link with the
survey that you can forward to all the teachers in your school. The survey has a screening
question to eliminate responses from those who do not fall into the ages of 22 and 34. The survey
should only take approximately 10 minutes of their time.
The information that will be gathered from this survey will help policymakers understand
how Millennials—who will comprise 40% of the electorate by 2020—view new changes related
to teacher evaluation procedures.
Thank you in advance for your support in this important project. Feel free to contact me
via email (asipovic@iwu.edu) or by phone (815-481-0609) if you have any questions. You may
also contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Elizabeth Wilkins at 815-753-8458. If you have questions
about your rights as a research subject, you may contact the Office of Research Compliance at
815-753-8588.
Sincerely,
Amy Sipovic
Doctoral Candidate, Northern Illinois University
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Dear Educator:
The purpose of this email is to invite you to participate in an online survey about how
high school teachers who are Millennials (ages 22-34) perceive the Danielson Framework for
Teaching as an evaluation tool. This survey is being conducted as part of my dissertation at
Northern Illinois University. The online Google Form survey will give teachers the opportunity
to report their views about teacher evaluation procedures and if they received any information
about the Danielson Framework for Teaching in their teacher preparation programs.
Participation is voluntary and answers will be confidential. No one will be identified in
the summarized data in the dissertation. Data will not be disaggregated by school or by county.
The survey should only take approximately 10 minutes of their time. I would greatly appreciate
your participation.
The information that will be gathered from this survey will help policymakers understand
how Millennials—who will comprise 40% of the electorate by 2020—view new changes related
to teacher evaluation procedures.
Here is a link to the survey: https://goo.gl/forms/PN9KEqzqBG5TAeor2

Sincerely,
Amy Sipovic
Doctoral Candidate, Northern Illinois University
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You are being asked to take part in a research study of how high school teachers who are
Millennials (ages 22-34) perceive the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool.
Please read this form carefully and email any questions you may have before agreeing to
participate in the study.
What the study is about: The purpose of this study is to understand how high school teachers
who are Millennials (ages 22-34) perceive new evaluation methods and whether or not the
teacher preparation program they completed impacts their views on teacher evaluation.
What you will be asked to do: If you agree to be in this study, you will complete an online
survey using Google Forms. The survey will include questions about your experience being
evaluated using the Danielson Framework for Teaching and the teacher preparation program you
completed. The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. Additionally, if you are interested
in participating in an individual interview, you will have the opportunity to give your contact
information at the conclusion of the survey. The individual interview will take approximately 3060 minutes to complete, and will happen either face-to-face or over the phone. The interview
location will be held at a mutually-agreed upon location, either at your school or somewhere
else.
Risks and benefits:
I do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study other than those encountered in
day-to-day life. One benefit you may receive from this study includes the opportunity to reflect
upon your own evaluation experiences.
Compensation: There is no compensation for participating in this research study.
Your answers will be confidential. The records of this study will be kept private. In the
dissertation I will not include any information that will make it possible to identify you, your
school, district, or county. Research records will be kept in a password-protected email account;
only the researcher will have access to the records.
Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. If you decide to
take the survey, you are free to withdraw at any time.
If you have questions: The researcher conducting this study is Amy Sipovic, Northern Illinois
University doctoral candidate. If you have questions, you may contact Amy at asipovic@iwu.edu
or at 815-481-0609. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a subject in
this study, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 815-753-8588.
Statement of Consent: I have read the above information, and have received answers to any
questions I asked. By clicking “I agree” I consent to take part in the study.
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Perceptions of the Danielson Framework for Teaching by Millennials
You are being asked to take part in a research study of how high school teachers who are
Millennials (ages 22-34) perceive the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool.
Please read this form carefully and email any questions you may have before agreeing to
participate in the study. What the study is about: The purpose of this study is to understand how high school teachers
who are Millennials (ages 22-34) perceive new evaluation methods and whether or not the
teacher preparation program they completed impacts their views on teacher evaluation.
What you will be asked to do: If you agree to be in this study, you will complete an online
survey using Google Forms. The survey will include questions about your experience being
evaluated using the Danielson Framework for Teaching and the teacher preparation program you
completed. The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. Additionally, if you are interested
in participating in an individual interview, you will have the opportunity to give your contact
information at the conclusion of the survey. The individual interview will take approximately
3060 minutes to complete, and will happen either face-to-face or over the phone. The interview
location will be held at a mutually-agreed upon location, either at your school or somewhere
else.
Risks and benefits: I do not anticipate any risks to you participating in this study other than those
encountered in day-to-day life. One benefit you may receive from this study includes the
opportunity to reflect upon your own evaluation experiences.
Compensation: There is no compensation for participating in this research study.
Your answers will be confidential. The records of this study will be kept private. In the
dissertation I will not include any information that will make it possible to identify you, your
school, district, or county. Research records will be kept in a password-protected email account;
only the researcher will have access to the records.
Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. If you decide to take
the survey, you are free to withdraw at any time.
If you have questions: The researcher conducting this study is Amy Sipovic, Northern Illinois
University doctoral candidate. If you have questions, you may contact Amy at asipovic@iwu.edu
or at 815-481-0609. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a subject in
this study, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 815753–8588.
Statement of Consent: I have read the above information, and have received answers to any
questions I asked. By clicking "I agree" | consent to take part in the study.
* Required
1. Statement of Consent: I have read the above information, and have received answers to
any questions I asked. By clicking “I agree” I consent to take part in the study.
Mark only one oval.
O I agree.
O I do not agree. Stop filling out this form.
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2. Were you born between the years 1982 and 2003?
Mark only one oval.
O Yes
O No Stop filling out this form.
3. In what year were you born?
Mark only one oval.
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
4. Does your school or district use the Danielson Framework for Teaching as its
evaluation tool?
Mark only one oval.
O Yes
O No Stop filling out this form.
5. How many times did your evaluator observe you teaching (informally or formally)
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during your last evaluation cycle?
Mark only one oval.
O 1-3 times O 4-6 times ( ) 7–9 times
O More than 9 times
O Other.
6. What was the overall summative rating of your evaluation from your last
evaluation?
Mark only one oval.
O Distinguished/Excellent (4)
O Proficient (3)
O Basic/Needs Improvement (2)
O Unsatisfactory (1)
7. The Danielson Framework for Teaching is a valid measure of my performance as a
teacher.
Mark only one oval.
O Strongly agree
O Agree
O Neither agree nor disagree
O Disagree
O Strongly disagree
8. Please provide an example from your experience with the Danielson Framework for
Teaching to support your opinion.
9. I receive specific feedback from my evaluator about my performance as a teacher. *
Mark only one oval.
O Strongly agree
O Agree
O Neither agree nor disagree
O Disagree
O Strongly disagree
10. Please provide an example of what kind of specific feedback you received from your
evaluator, if you answered "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" in the previous question.
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11. The feedback I receive from my evaluator is helpful and constructive.
Mark only one oval.
O Strongly agree
O Agree
O Neither agree nor disagree
O Disagree
O Strongly disagree
12. Please provide an example about what types of feedback from your evaluator you
find helpful or constructive, if you answered "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" in the previous
question.
13. I like that the Danielson Framework for Teaching has specific criteria listed for
each element and rating.
Mark only one oval.
O Strongly agree O Agree
O Neither agree nor disagree
O Disagree
O Strongly disagree
14. I believe that the Danielson Framework for Teaching is used fairly by evaluators for
evaluating teachers in my school or district.
Mark only one oval.
O Strongly agree
O Agree
O Neither agree nor disagree
O Disagree
O Strongly disagree
15. Please provide an example from your experience with the Danielson Framework
for Teaching to justify your answer in question 13.
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16. My teaching colleagues who have taught fifteen years or more view the Danielson
Framework for Teaching differently than I do.
Mark only one oval.
O Strongly Agree
O Agree
O Neither agree nor disagree
O Disagree
O Strongly Disagree
17. As a teacher, what, if any, concerns do you have about the Danielson Framework
for Teaching being used as an evaluation tool?
18. Did your teacher preparation program discuss teacher evaluation procedures
and/or the Danielson Framework for Teaching in your coursework?
Mark only one oval.
O Yes O No
19. If you answered "yes" to question 17, what types of information about teacher
evaluation procedures and/or the Danielson Framework for Teaching was presented?
20. With which gender do you identify?
Mark only one oval.
O Female O Male
O Prefer not to answer
21. What is the approximate number of students enrolled in the school where you
teach?
Mark only one oval.
O 580 or fewer O 581-880 O 881-1,100 O 1,101-1,400
O More than 1,400
22. What subject do you teach? Mark all that apply
Check all that apply.
English Language Arts
Math
Science
Social Studies
Special Education
Physical Education/Driver's Education
Fine Arts Family and Consumer Sciences
Career and Technical Education
Business Education
23. Including the current school year (2015
2016), how many years have you taught?
24. Have you received tenure in the school where you currently teach?
Mark only one oval.
O Yes O No
25. Have you completed any post-graduate work?
Mark only one oval.
O Yes O No
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26. How would you describe the school setting where you teach?
Mark only one oval.
O Rural
O Suburban
O Urban
27. How would you describe the teacher preparation program you completed?
Mark only one oval.
O In-state public college or university
O In-state private college or university
O Out-of-state public college or university
O Out-of-state private college or university
O Alternative Licensure (i.e. Teach for America, emergency certification, etc...)
28. From which university or program did
you receive your teacher certification?
29. In what year did you graduate from
your teacher preparation program?
30. Would you be interested in being contacted to participate in an individual
interview with the researcher to discuss the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an
evaluation tool?
Mark only one oval.
O Yes O No
31. If you answered "Yes" to question 29, please provide your name and email address.
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Welcome
Thank you for participating in this interview about the perceptions of the Danielson
Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool by high school teachers who are Millennials. My
name is Amy Sipovic, and I am a doctoral candidate at Northern Illinois University. My role
today will be as an interviewer by asking questions and taking notes.
Topic
You were selected to participate in this interview because of your expressed interest from
my survey. The results of the interview will be used to help contribute to research in the field of
education, specifically teacher evaluation procedures.
Guidelines
There are no right or wrong answers in this interview; however, please remain on topic as
much as possible. My role as interviewer is to guide the discussion and take notes.
This session will be recorded using an iPhone’s Voice Memo Application. Therefore,
please say your name so that I can identify you when I transcribe today’s session. The audio
recording and transcripts will be kept in my Google Drive, which is a password-protected digital
storage device. Your answers in this interview are confidential, and your real name will not be
used in the transcription.
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First Question
What have your experiences been like using the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an
evaluation tool in your school or district?
Questions
1. What do you like about the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool?
2. What do you not like about the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool?
3. What, if anything, needs to be improved about the teacher evaluation process in your
school or district?
4. Thinking back to your evaluations before using the Danielson Framework for Teaching,
do you think the new process is better?
5. How do you think your colleagues who are veteran teachers view the Danielson
Framework for Teaching?
6. What types of training on the Danielson Framework for Teaching did you receive in your
school or district before it was implemented?
7. How did the teacher preparation program you completed address teacher evaluation
procedures? Was the Danielson Framework for Teaching mentioned or explicitly taught?
Final Questions
8. If you could sit and talk with a policymaker for ten minutes, what would you like to tell
him or her about the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an evaluation tool?
9. Have we missed anything you would like to discuss about the Danielson Framework for
Teaching, especially as an evaluative tool?
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Consent to Audio Recording and Transcription
Perceptions of the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an Evaluation Tool by High
School Teachers who are Millennials: A Mixed-Methods Approach- Amy Sipovic,
Northern Illinois University
This study involves the audio recording of your interview with the researcher. Neither
your name nor any other identifying information will be associated with the audio
recording or the transcript. Only the researcher will be able to listen to the recordings and
pseudonyms will be used.
The tapes will be transcribed by the researcher and erased once the transcriptions are
checked for accuracy. Transcripts of your interview may be reproduced in whole or in
part for use in presentations or written products that result from this study. Neither your
name nor any other identifying information (such as your voice, picture, school, or
district) will be used in presentations or in written products resulting from the study.
By signing this form, I am allowing the researcher to audio record me as part of this
research. I also understand that this consent for recording is effective until the following
date: May 2017. Once this date has passed, the audio file recordings will be destroyed.
Participant's Signature:
___________________________________________Date:___________
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Relationship between Evaluation Rating and Views on the Validity of the Framework
By using an ANOVA test to determine whether the evaluation rating a survey respondent
received impacted his/her views on the validity of the Framework as well his/her views regarding
whether it is used fairly in the district, the results showed there the relationship between the two
variables is statistically insignificant. Here, the independent variable was the evaluation rating
with the dependent variable being the responses to the survey questions “I believe that the
Danielson Framework for Teaching is used fairly by evaluators for evaluating teachers in my
school or district” and “The Danielson Framework for Teaching is a valid measure of my
performance as a teacher.” The significance value for the evaluation rating and whether the
framework is used fairly in the district is .341 demonstrating that the evaluation rating was not
significantly related to the survey respondents’ views regarding whether the framework was
being used fairly in the district. The significance value for the evaluation rating a respondent
received and whether he or she viewed the Framework as valid and reliable is .539. Since both
values are greater than a p value of .05, the relationships are statistically insignificant.
ANOVA Test for Evaluation Rating and if Danielson is Used Fairly in District
ANOVA
Danielson is used fairly in district
Sum of
Squares
Between
2.756
Groups
Within Groups
103.550
Total
106.306

Df

Mean Square
2

1.378

82
84

1.263

F
1.091

Sig.
.341
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ANOVA Test for Evaluation Rating and if Danielson is a Fair and Valid measure of
Performance as a Teacher
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares
Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Df

Mean Square

1.361

2

.680

90.779
92.140

83
85

1.094

F
.622

Sig.
.539

While the evaluation rating a survey respondent received had no impact on their views
about the validity and fairness of the Danielson Framework for Teaching, the birth year of
respondents and their views on the validity of the Framework had no impact, with the birth year
being the independent variable and the dependent variable being the responses to Survey
Questions 13 and 6. The R square figure for the linear regression test involving birth year and the
validity of the Danielson Framework for Teaching was .050, or 5%, which signifies no
relationship. According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2013), if the R square value is less than or
equal to .2, or 20%, it is still a very weak relationship.
Linear Regression Test for Birth Year and if Danielson is a Fair and Valid Measure of
Performance as a Teacher
Model Summary
Adjusted R Std. Error of
Model
R
R Square
Square
the Estimate
a
1
.225
.050
.039
1.02057
a. Predictors: (Constant), Birth Year
Using an ANOVA test to determine whether gender, the independent variable, had any
impact on the perception of how fair and valid the Danielson Framework for Teaching is, the
significance value was .788, which is greater than .05, demonstrating no statistical significance
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between gender and views on the validity of the Danielson Framework for Teaching as an
evaluation tool.
ANOVA Test for Gender and if Danielson is a Fair and Valid Measure
of Performance as a Teacher
ANOVA
Danielson a Valid Measure
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.
Between
.527
2
.264
.239
.788
Groups
Within Groups
91.612
83
1.104
Total
92.140
85
Finally, an ANOVA test used to determine whether the number of times a respondent had
been observed using the Framework had any impact on the perception of how fair and valid the
Danielson Framework for Teaching is. The significance value was greater than .05 at .406,
demonstrating no statistical significance between the number of times a participant was
evaluated and his or her views regarding the validity of the instrument.
ANOVA Test for Number of Times Observed and if Danielson is a Fair and Valid Measure of
Performance as a Teacher
ANOVA
Danielson a Valid Measure
Sum of
Squares
Between
13.667
Groups
Within Groups
78.473
Total
92.140

Df

Mean Square
12

1.139

73
85

1.075

F
1.059

Sig.
.406

